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REPRODUCTIVE PRIVACY ACT 

0 

ISSUE SHOULD CALIFORNIA'S LAW RELATING TO abortion BE 
CENTRALLY LOCATED IN A NEW STATE Reproductive Privacy Act WHICH 
WILL provide, among other things, that every individual 
possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to 
reproductive decisions? 

SYNOPSIS 

This bill deletes various statutory provisions regarding 
abortion and enacts in t hei r p l ace a new centralized state 
Reproductive Privacy Act. This Act will provide, among other 
things, that every individual possesses a fundamental r i ght of 
privacy with respect to reproductive decisions, and the state 
shall not deny or interfere with a woman ' s right to choose . I n 
s upport of the bill, women's rights and medical organizat ions 
contend that this is a good and long needed clarification of the 
current state of the abortion law in California. Opponents 
argue that codification of Roe vs . Wade is a huge mistake . They 
also contend that an abortion should not be seen as a 
celebration of privacy. 

SUMMARY Deletes various statutory provisions regarding 
abortion and enacts in their place a new state Reproductive 
Privacy Act. Speci fically, this bill 

!)Deletes scattered sections pertaining to reproductive privacy 
issues and enacts a new California Reproductive Privacy Act, 
which provi des that "it is the public policy of the state of 
California that (a) every individual has the fundamental right 
to choose or refuse birth control ; (b) every woman has the 
fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
to obtain an abortion, except as specifi cally limited by this 
article ; and (c) the state shall not deny or interfere with a 
woman's fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to 
choose and obtain an abortion, except as specifically 
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permitted by this article. " 

2)Repeals Section 123410 of the Health and Safety Code and in 
its place provides that "the state may not deny or interfere 
with a woman's right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to 
viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to 
preserve the life or health of the woman." 

3)Provides that the performance of an abortion is unauthorized 
if either of the following is true: 

a) The pecson performing or assisting in the abortion is 
not a health care provider authorized to perform or assist 
in an abortion pursuant to Section 2253 of the Business and 
Professions Code; or 

b) The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and in the 
good faith medical judgment of the physician, the fetus was 
viable and continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to 
the life or health of the pregnant woman. 

4)Defines various terms, including 1) pregnancy (defined as "the 
human reproductive process, beginning with the implantation of 
an embryo, " ) and 2) viability (defined as "the point in a 
pregnancy when, in the good faith medical judgment of a 
physician, on the particular facts of the case before that 
physician, there is a reasonable likelihood of the fetus ' s 
sustained survival outside the uterus without the application 
of extraordinary medical measures. " ) 

S) Deletes the provis i on in existing law that provides that t he 
Department of Healt h Services (DHS) shall have a system 
established for the reporting of abortions to determine their 
demographic effects, and to assess legal and medical standards 
pertaining to abortion practices, and report its findings to 
the Legislature every two years. 

6)Deletes the reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and 
instead provides that failure to comply with the Reproductive 
Privacy Act in performing, procuring, aiding, or offering to 
procure an illegal abortion constitutes unprofessional 
conduct . 

?}Provides that a person is subject to criminal penalties 1) if 
he or she assists at a surgical abortion and does not have a 

SB 1301 
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valid license or certificate obtained under a law authorizing 
him or her to perform the functions necessary to assist at a 
surgical abortion; or 2) if he or she performs or assists at a 
nonsurgical abortion without a valid license to practice as a 
physician or surgeon, or a valid license or certificate 
obtained under another law authorizing him or her to perform 
or assist in the funct ions necessary for a nonsurgical 
abortion. 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/bi1Vsen/ .. ./sb_l30l _cfa_20020610_141531_asm_comm.htm 06J 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-726

1386



AP2 - 3

SB 1301 Senate Bill- Bill Analysis Page 3 of 12 

'-(\( / 

8)Provides that for the purposes of this section, "nons urgical 
abortion inc ludes termination of pregnancy through the use of 
pharmacologic agents." 

EXISTING_LAW_ 

!)Authorizes, in the Therapeutic Abortion Act, that a holder of 
a physician ' s and surgeon's certificate may perform an 
abortion only if it takes place in an accredited hospital and 
is approved by a committee that finds that 1) there is 
substantial risk that continuance of the pregnancy would 
gravely impair the physical or mental health of the mother, 
and/or 2) the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest. (Health 
and Safety Code sections 123400, 123405, 123415. All further 
code references are to this code unless otherwise stated.) 

2)Provides that the committee noted above shall not approve an 
abortion on the ground that the pregnancy resulted from rape 
or incest unless either the district attorney (DA) upon review 

( of an affidavit from the applicant for the abortion, notifies 
the committee that probable cause exists to believe the 
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, or the DA fails to 

0 

respond to the committee. (Section 123407.) 

3)Provides that if the DA informs the committee that there is no 
probable cause to believe the pregnancy resulted from rape or 
incest, the applicant for the abortion may petition the 
superior court for a hearing. If the court determi nes by a 
preponderance of evidence that the pregnancy resulted from 
rape or incest, it shall issue an order to this effect and the 
committee shall approve the abortion. ( _lg_ .) ,Lr l 

$-'I 1.-t 
4) Has declared, through case law, that these sections W (.....'-t 

and approval processes for obtaining an abortion are 
unconstitutional. ( Planned Parenthood v. Ashcroft (1983) 462 
U.S. 476; Akron v . Akron Center for Reproductive Health (1983) 

<( fr-- W f )- y- T J 

462 U.S. 416; Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 179; People v. 
(1972) 8 Cal. 3d 320 . ) 

5)Provides that the committee of medical staff referred to in 
Section 123405 must, in all instances, consist of not less 
than two l icensed physicians and surgeons, and if the proposed 
termination of pregnancy wi ll occur after the 13th week of 
pregnancy, the committee must consist of at least three such 
licensed physicians and surgeons. (Section 123410.) 

6)Provides that in no event shall termination of a pregnancy be 
approved after the 20th week of pregnancy. ( _Ig_ .) 

7)Has invalidated this section's requirement that an abortion 
must be approved by a medical committee. ( People v. 

supra , 8 Cal. 3d. at 328. Questions remain as to 

http://www .leginfo.cagov/pub/bill/sen/ .. ./sb _130 I_ cfa _ 20020610 _141531_ asm _ comm.htm Ot 
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its validity regarding prohibition 
\-Jeek of pregnancy. (See, e.g . , 65 

Feminist Women ' s Health Center v. 
App. 3d 1076, 1084 n.3.)) 

I"" 6" (,_ .. ' jo 

/ ----- _, on !bortions after the 20th 
Ops . Atty. Gen . 261; and 
Philobosian (1984) 157 Cal. 

8)Provides that DHS shall establish a system for the reporting 
of abortions to determine their demographic effects and to 
assess legal and medical standards pertaining to abortion 
practices, and shall report its findings to the Legislature 
every two years. {Section 1234 30.) 

9)Provides that the performing, procuring, aiding, or offering 
to procure an illegal abortion constitutes unprofessional 
conduct, unless done in compliance with the Therapeutic 
Abortion Act. {Business & Professions Code section 2253.) 

lO)Provides that a person is subject to criminal penalties for 
the unlicensed practice of medicine if he or she performs or 
assists at a surgical abortion and does not have a valid 
physician ' s and surgeon's license, or a certificate obtained 
under another l aw authorizing him or her to perform or assist 
at a surgical abortion . ( _lQ_ .) 

FISCAL EFFECT 
fiscal . 

As currently in print this bill is keyed 

COMMENTS If one were to rely solely on a review of 
California ' s statutes regarding our laws regulating abortion, he 
or she would end up with a substantial misconception about the 

SB 1301 
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current state of this law. For, as the author notes in support 
of this legislation, many of our statutes governing abortion 
have been rendered obsolete by federal and state Supreme Court 
decisions. The problem is, they still remain ori the books, and 
have yet to be repealed or modified in accordance with 
controlling case law. The result, she notes, "is ·a cryptic, 
often inconsistent abortion code that is laden with 
constitutional problems ." The author also states that these 
outdated statutes also single out abortions for unnecessary 
regulation that has not been imposed on more complex procedures, 
and the existing statutes fail to address and accommodate major 
advances in medical practice, such as early abortion methods 
like mifepristone (otherwise known as and hereafter referred to 
as RU-486). 

According to the author, this bill, sponsored by Planned 
Parenthood, addresses these problems comprehensively by: 

protecting Californians ' fundamental right to choose a safe 
and legal abortion (even if the Supreme Court further 
reduces the federal protections contained in Roe v. Wade.) 

providing greater access to early abortion methods like 
RU-486 by eliminating arbitrary barriers that currently 

http://www .leginfo.ca.gov/pub/bill/sen/ .. ./sb _1301_ cfa _2002061 0 _141531_ asm _ comm.htm 06 
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impede the ability of licensed health care professionals to 
treat patients in the area of reproductive health. 

deleting language in current state law that has been found 
unconstitutional in state and federal courts. 

treating abortion like other comparable medical procedures, 
and allowing healthcare providers, acting within their 
particular scopes of practice, to perform or assist in the 
performance of surgical and non- surgical abortions . 

allowing for futur e advancements in medical science 
relative to non-s ur gical abortion techniques by not 
limiting them, while simultaneously clarifying that 
medication- induced abortions is an appropriate method to be 
included among other non- surgical abortion techniques . 

In support of t hese changes , t he author concludes with t his 
conunent: 

We have an anti- choice President, an anti-choice 

Congress, and a Supreme Court that ' s one vote away 

SB 1301 
Page 6 

from overturning Roe v . Wade Now i s the time to 
protect our right to choose - right here in 
California. SB 1301 will keep abortion safe and legal 
in California even if the Supreme Court overturns Roe . 

Backgr ound The state ' s existing abortion law, called t he 
Therapeutic Abortion Act , was signed by former Governor Rona l d 
Reagan and took e ffect in 1967 . This act provided for women ' s 
access to abortion services, but spelled out various condi tions 
that had to be met before a woman coul d obtain an aborti on. 
(See, e.g., Sections 123400-123450 of the Health and Safety Act, 
noted above.) In the 1970 ' s, a number of sections were added to 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act , primarily dealing with "conscience 
clause" issues and the treatment of fetal remains. 

Several Current Abortion Statutes Are Invalid And Appropriate 
For Repeal: In 1972, the California Supreme Court declared 
several provisions o f the Therapeutic Abortion Act - those 
requiring prior approval by a medical conunittee, and limiting 
approval to cases of rape, incest, or where the pregnancy 
threatened to "gravely i mpair" the physical or mental health of 
the mother -- impermissibly vague and therefore 
unconstitutional. ( People v. Barksdale , supra, 8 Cal . 3d at 
333.) Other provisions facilitating these statutes- those 
requiring the input of the DA, establ ishing the proper formation 
of the medical conunittee, and defining "mental illness " for the 
purposes of the Act - were declared invalid as well. ( Id . at 
334.) - -

The following year, the U.S . Supreme Court declared that a right 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/bilVsen/ .. ./sb 1301 cfa 20020610 141531 asm comm.htm 06 - - - - - -
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of personal privacy exists under the Constitution, and that this 
right "is broad enough to encompass a woman ' s decision whether 
or not to terminate her pregnancy." ( Roe v. Wade , supra, 410 
u.s. at 153.) An explicit right to privacy added to the 
California Constitution in 1972 provided state protection to 
procreative choice that is "at least as broad" as the federal 
protection set forth in Wade_ ( to Defenq 

v. Myers (1981), 29 Cal . 3d 252, at 280.) 

In 1997, the California Supreme Court invalidated a statute 
requiring a minor to obtain parental consent before obtaining an 
abortion. ( Academy of Pediatrics v. Lungren_ (1997) 16 
Cal. 4th 307, 314.) E:hus, this bill ' s proposed repeal of the 

SB 1301 
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above-referenced provisions is consistent with current 

Thus, since its inception in 1967, a number of state and federal 
court decisions have rendered various provisions of the state ' s 
Therapeutic Abortion Act wholly or partly invalid, and have left 
the validity of other provisions open to serious question. 
Despite their unconstitutionality, however, these provisions 
have remained largely unchanged in the state's Health and Safety 
Code, because the Legislature has never repealed or modified 
them in accordance with, or in response to, these court 
decisions. (!his bill finally addresses this confusing statutory 
situation by deleting the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion 
Act that have been ruled unconstitutional. The bill also 
revises certain other provisions as well, including the name of 
the state's reproductive rights act. In its place, the bill 
enacts a new Reproductive Privacy Act, as further detailed 
below.:J 

The Bill Does Not Repeal Or Otherwise Affect Most Other 
Provisions Of The Act In addition to the provisions noted 
above found unconstitutional, this bill repeals two other 
provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act : Section 123400, 
which gives the Act its name, and Section 123430, which requires 
DHS to collect abortion statistics for demographic purposes and 
report them to the Legislature. 

The remaining provisions of the Act are not addressed or 
affected by this bill, and will remain in force if this bill is 
enacted. Those provisions are: 

(1) the "conscience clause" which protect 
health care professionals who decline to perform or assist 
in abortions from any discipline, penalty, lawsuit, or 
employment opportunity as a result of their refusal 
[Section 123420); 

(2) a provision prohibiting an individual's refusal to 
consent to abortion or sterilization from being grounds for 
loss of any privileges or denial of public benefits 
[Section 123425]; 
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(3) a establishing that an infant prematurely 
born alive in the course of an abortion has the same right 
to medical treatment as other infants [Section 123435]; and 

SB 1301 
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(4) the governing research and study of fetal 
remains [Sections 123440 and 123445). 

, __ ....,. 
f' .I"""' 

This Bill ' s Provisions A .. ear Consistent With Judiciall vl Established Parameters For The Regulation Of Abortion I nder 
c)4' the parameters established in Roe v. Wade , the right of personal ':j\,.,) <, I"") privacy outweighs any legitimate state interest in a woman's 

until the end of the_{irst trimester of that 
//') pregnancy. {410 U. S. at 164.)Q}.fter the first trimester, a 

r•;..,.. ... (,- tate may regulate abortiOf1 in ways "reasonably related" to 
protecting maternal health, and at the point the fetus becomes 
viable, the state may regulate and/or prohibit abortions in the fJil interest of protecting the "potentiality of human l i fe " of the 
viable fetus, except where abortion is necessary to preserve the 

.s2.Pr ((";).....1,) life or health of the mother. ( ___lQ_. at 164- 65.) 
.:?-

l Respect for the Right To Privacy In the First Trimester 
" bill allows appropriately licensed or certified health care 

to perform or assist in performing nonsurgical 
abortions, which will permit the administration of approved 
early-abortion facilitating drugs such as RU-486. This 
expansion of abortion rights appears wholly consistent with 

This 

Roe ' s mandate that states may not interfere with a woman's right 
to terminate her pregnancy in the first trimester . 

Regulations Related To Maternal Heal th bill also 
continues to require abortions to be per fo r med by appropriately 
licensed health care professionals; subjects those who do not 
comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act to professional 
discipline; and subjects unlicensed abortion providers to 
criminal sanctions, in conformity with current law. 

Regu l ations Relating To Preserving Life Of Viable In 
conformi ty with Roe v. Wade , this bill also prohibits state 
interference with a woman ' s right to obtain an abortion "prior 
to the viability of the fetus, or when the abort ion is necessary 
to preserve the life or health of the woman . " 

ARGUMENTS I N SUPPORT A plethora of women's rights and medical 
organizations are· in strong support of this legislation, 
uniformly expressing concerns about the erosion of abortion 
rights in California and the urgent need to ensure continuing 
and reasonable access to abortion services . 

The California Commission on the Status of Women supports SB 
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1301 as "a contemporary law" to govern abortion in California, 
adding, "this measure is necessary to ensure that California 
women's right to reproductive freedom is protected by a 
constitutionally sound abortion law. " 

The American Association of University Women- CA also supports 
the bill, stating it "ensures that California has a 
constitutionally sound reproductive rights law that protects 
privacy rights, now and in the future." The group states that 
"[w]ith the advent and approval of RU 486 ... women have other 
options besides surgery to end an unwanted pregnancy. SB 1301 
increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by 
allowing nurse practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and 
physician assistants, to perform non- surgical abortion pursuant 
to their current scope of practice." 

The League of Women Voters writes in support, stating that the 
bill "assures women increased access to safe and early methods 
of abortion by clarifying the ability of health care providers, 
acting within their existing scopes of practice, to perform or 
assist in performance of surgical and nonsurgical abortions." 

Other supporters point to the continued efforts of some groups 
to repeal abortion rights as a reason to strengthen California ' s 
protection of those rights. The California Women ' s Law Center 
notes that "a woman ' s right to choose has been under constant 
attack since the U.S. Supreme Court decided Roe v. Wade, " and 
calls SB 1301 "a crucial piece of legislation" to codify the 
"hard fought gains for women and girls " achieved through Roe and 
other decisions . 

The Grey Panthers of California express similar views in support 
of the bill: 

[W]e are concerned about the potential for erosion of 
women's rights, especially in view of the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act 
of 1967 . ... Women should have an undeniable right to 
early abortion methods such as RU-486 and to heal t h 
professionals [who can perform and assist in] surgical and 
nonsurgical abortions. . . . We strongly support the Roe 
v. Wade decision and stand firm against any threat to the 
rights that decision permitted . 

The American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, 

SB 1301 
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California chapter, asserts that "the termination of a pregnancy 
before viability is a medical matter between a woman and her 
physician. " The ACOG supports "the availability of all 
reproductive options " and opposes "unnecessary regulations or 
laws which serve to limit or delay access to care, such as those 
provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act being repealed by 
this measure." 

The California Family Health Council writes, "SB 1301 protects 
women by ensuring reproductive health care services are 
performed in the safest manner possible while eliminating the 
stigma the law has historically placed on the option of abortion 
services." 

The District of the American Academy of Pediatrics 
notes that personal differences of opinion about abortion should 
not limit women's access to legal medical procedures: 

Individual California pediatricians, like other 
individuals, have differing personal views on abortion. 
However, as an organization of professional health care 
providers to children and adolescents, the AAP-CA believes 

strongly that no 
inaccessible. Those who oppose abortion may voice that 
opposition and educate others about their views. However, 
it is not appropriate for abortions to be singled out for 
unnecessary regulation (unrelated to the medical procedure 
itself) . 

The writer concludes, 

Current California law relating to abortion is inconsistent 
and in places incoherent. Yet the health care system is 
intended to serve each individual according to his or her 
needs, rather than to act as an enforcer for the will of 
any interest group. SB 1301 would make the laws accessible 
and consistent so that choice is not blocked. 

ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION Several groups wrote the Committee in 
strong opposition to the bill, principally objecting to the 
bill's codification of Roe v. Wade Although opponents concede 
that the bill will bring California abortion law into 
conformance with Roe v. Wade 1 they assert that the bill 
"prematurely" anticipates a reversal of that Supreme Court 
decision. Further, opponents express concern that Roe v. Wade 

has never been ratified by Congress . 

SB 1301 
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Capitol Resource Institute writes in opposition, stating that 
"while men and women certainly have not only a right but a 
responsibility to exercise prudent birth control measures, 
babies have the 'fundamental right' to expect that once 
conceived they have the right to expect that their mothers will 
give them a chance to protect them and allow them to live ... SB 
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1301 also says that the state shall not deny or interfere with a 
women's right to choose an abortion. This raises a question: 
What about a doctor who refuses to perform an abortion based on 
his or her personal beliefs? Could that doctor be considered to 
be interfering with a woman's right'' and therefore 
be 

Campaign for California Families opposes SB 1301 because it 
"celebrates the killing of pre-born children as a ' fundamental 
right.: Abortion ends a pregnancy by destroying and removing 
the developing child ... Approximately 93% of all induced 
abortions are done for elective, non-medical reasons such as 
these. Destroying innocent human life for convenience is wrong 
and should not be seen as a celebration of ' privacy' or anything 

California Right to Life also opposes the bill, stating it 
"would result in effectively installing a state version of the 
federal Roe vs . Wade Supreme Court decision with major expansion 

The Committee on Moral Concerns (CMC) opposes the bill for 
several reasons. First, i t asserts that the bill's declaration 
of an individual's fundamental right of privacy conflicts with a 
right to abortion, which invades the privacy of the aborted 
fetus. Second, the CMC disputes the bill ' s definition of 
pregnancy ("the human reproductive process, beginning with the 
implantation of an embryo") as "politically convenient, but 
ungrounded in scientific reality. " 

The CMC further argues that the bill ' s apparent restrictions on 
abortion of a viable fetus are meaningless, since they apply 
only where a physician determines that continuing the pregnancy 
would pose "no risk to the life or health of the pregnant 
woman." The CMC asserts, "since there is no such thing as an 
absolutely risk-free childbirth, there is no such thing as an 
illegal abortion, as long as the aborti onist is licensed." 

SB 1301 
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California PreLife Council also opposes the bill, stating "our 
most grave concern ... is the repeal of the requirement that 
only physicians may do abortions in California. Clear language 
to assure that only physicians and surgeons are authorized to do 
abortions in California is a minimum the women of California 
should expect. " 

Prior Related Legislation SB 1360 (Sen. Health & Human 
Services Cmte.), Ch. 415, Stats. of 1995 (reorganized and 
renumbered sections of Health and Safety Code, including 
Therapeutic Abortion Act, formerly located at Sections 
25950- 25954 of the Code). 

REGISTERED SUPPORT I OPPOSITION 
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Support 

American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District 
American Association of University Women, California 
American Association of University Women, San Jose Branch 
American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz Branch 
American Civil Liberties Union 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX 
American Medical Women's Association 
Board of Supervisors, County of Santa Cruz 
California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action League 
California Church Impact 
California Commission on the Status of Women 
California Family Health Council 
California Medical Association 
California National Organization for Women 
California Nurses Association 
California Pro-Choice Republicans 
California Women Lawyers 
California Women's Law Center 
California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
Democratic Women of Santa Barbara County 
Democratic Women's Club, Pebble Beach 
Hadassah 
Lambda Letters Project 
League of Women Voters of California 
Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern California 
Chapter 
National Council of Jewish Women 

National Health Law Program 
National Latina Alliance 

SB 1301 
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National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter 
National Women ' s Political Caucus of California 
Older Women's League 
People for the American Way 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 
Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 
Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 
Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 
Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 
Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura and 
Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino Counties 
Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County 
San Louis Obispo Counties 
Santa Cruz Women's Health Center 
Six Rivers Planned Parenthood 
Valley Women's Club 
Voters for Choice 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 
Women's Programs, Monterey Peninsula College 
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Workmen ' s CircleiArbeter Ring (Southern California District) 

California ProLife Council 
Committee on Moral Concerns 
Capitol Resource Institute 
Campaign for California Families 
California Right to Life Committee 
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Drew Liebert I JUD. I (916) 319-2334 
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Workmen's Circle/Arbeter Ring (Southern California District)

Opposition

California ProLife Council
Committee on Moral Concerns
Capitol Resource Institute
Campaign for California Families
California Right to Life Committee

Analysis Prepared by : Drew Liebert / JUD. / (916) 319-2334

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917
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Date of Hearing: June 25, 2002 

POLICY QUESTIONS: 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
Helen Thomson, Chair 

SB 1301 (Kuehl)- As Amended: April8, 2002 

SB 1301 
Page 1 

1) Should the Reproductive Privacy Act, which codifies judicial decisions handed down by the 
California State Supreme Court and the U.S. Supreme Court over the past 30 years related to 
abortion, be enacted? 

2) Should references to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and specified provisions of that Act be 
repealed? 

SENATE VOTE: 22-12 

SUBJECT: Reproductive Privacy Act. 

SUMMARY: Enacts the Reproductive Privacy Act which codifies the judicial decisions handed 
down by the California State Supreme Court and the U.S. Supreme Court over the past 30 years 
related to abortion. Repeals reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and various specified 
provisions of that Act. Specifically, this bill: 

1) Enacts the Reproductive Privacy Act which does all of the following: 

a) Makes legislative findings that every individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy 
with respect to personal reproductive decisions. 

b) States the public policy of the State of California to be that: 

i) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth control; 

ii) Every woman has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and to 
obtain an abortion, except as specified; and 

iii) The state is prohibited from denying or interfering with a woman's fundamental right 
to choose to bear a child or to choose to obtain an abortion, except as specified. 

c) Prohibits the state from denying or interfering with a woman's right to choose or obtain 
an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect the 
life or health of the woman. 

d) States that the performance of an abortion is unauthorized if either of the following is 
true: 

i) The person perfonning or assisting in performing the abortion is not a health care 
provider authorized to perform or assist in performing an abortion pursuant to 
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provisions of#3), 4), and 5) below; or 

SB 1301 
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ii) The abortion is perfonned on a viable fetus, and both of the following are established: 

( 1) In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the fetus was viable; and 

(2) In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, continuation of the 
pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the pregnant woman. 

e) Defines "abortion" to mean any medical treatment intended to induce the termination of a 
pregnancy except for the purpose of producing a live birth. 

f) Defines "pregnancy" to mean the human reproductive process, beginning with the 
implantation of an embryo. 

g) Defines "State" to mean the State of California, and every county, city, town and 
municipal corporation, and quasi-municipal corporation in the state. 

h) Defines "viability" to mean the point in a pregnancy when, in the good faith medical 
judgment of a physician, on the particular facts of the case before that physician, there is 
a reasonable likelihood of the fetus's sustained survival outside the uterus without the 
application of extraordinary medical measures. 

2) Makes failure to comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act, in performing, assisting, 
procuring or aiding, abetting, attempting, agreeing, or offering to procure an illegal abortion, 
unprofessional conduct. 

3) Subjects a person to penalties for the unlawful practice of medicine if he or she assists in 
performing a surgical abortion and does not have a valid, unrevoked, and unsuspended 
license or certificate that authorizes him or her to perform the functions necessary to assist in 
performing a surgical abortion. 

4) Subjects a person to penalties for the unlawful practice of medicine if he or she performs or 
assists in perfonning a nonsurgical abortion, and at the time of so doing, does not have a 
valid, unrevoked, and unsuspended license to practice as a physician and surgeon, or does not 
have another valid, unrevoked, and unsuspended license or certificate that authorizes him or 
her to perform or assist in performing the functions necessary for a nonsurgical abortion. 

5) Defines "nonsurgical abortion" as including tennination of pregnancy through the use of 
pharmacological agents. 

6) Repeals the existing title "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and various specified provisions of that 
Act. 

EXISTING LAW: 

1) Authorizes, in statute, that a holder of a physician's and surgeon's certificate may perform an 
abortion only if it takes place in an accredited hospital and is approved by a committee with a 
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specified number of physician members that finds that: 

SB 1301 
Page 3 

a) There is substantial risk that continuance of the pregnancy would gravely impair the 
physical or mental health of the mother; or 

b) The pregnancy resulted from rape or incest. 

2) Provides, in statute, that the committee noted in 1) above shall not approve an abortion on the 
ground that the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest unless either the district attorney (DA) 
upon review of an affidavit from the applicant for the abortion, notifies the committee that 
probable cause exists to believe the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, ortheDA fai ls to 
respond to the committee. 

3) Permits, in statute, the applicant for the abortion to petition the superior court for a hearing if 
the DA informs the committee that there is no probable cause to believe the pregnancy 
resulted from rape or incest. Requires the court to issue an order that the pregnancy resulted 
from rape or incest and the committee to approve the abortion if the court determines by a 
preponderance of evidence that the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest. 

4) Has declared, in case law, that the provisions referenced in 1), 2) and 3) above regarding 
medical criteria and approval processes for obtaining an abortion are unconstitutional. 
(Planned Parenthood v. Ashcroft (1983) 462 U.S. 476; Akron v. Alaon Center for 
Reproductive Health (1983) 462 U.S. 416; Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 179; People v. 
Barksdale (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 320.) 

5) Provides, in statute, that in no event shall termination of a pregnancy be approved after the 
20th week of pregnancy. 

6) Although published case law has not explicitly overruled #5) above, case law has explicitly 
held that the state may prohibit abortions only after viability of the fetus and must include 
exceptions related to the life and health of the mother. (See, e.g., 65 Ops. Atty. Gen. 261; 
and Feminist Women's Health Center v. Philobosian (1984) 157 Cal. App. 3d 1076, 1084 
n.3.)) 

7) Prohibits, in statute, performing an abortion, except in a medical emergency requiring 
immediate medical action, upon an unemancipated minor unless she first has given her 
written consent to the abortion and also has obtained the written consent of one of her parents 
or legal guardian or upon judgement of a court as specified. Makes it a misdemeanor for any 
person to knowingly perform an abortion on an unmarried or unemancipated minor without 
complying with the requirements of this provision. 

8) Has declared, in case law, that requiring pregnant minors to secure parental consent or 
judicial authorization before obtaining abortions violates right the of privacy guaranteed by 
the California Constitution. (American Academy ofPediatrics v. Lungren (1997) 16 Cal 4th 
307) 

9) Requires DHS to establish a system for the reporting of abortions to determine their 
demographic effects and to assess legal and medical standards pertaining to abortion 
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practices, and requires DHS to report its findings to the Legislature every two years. 

I 0) Makes failure to comply with the Therapeutic Abortion Act, in performing, assisting, 
procuring or aiding, abetting, attempting, agreeing, or offering to procure an illegal abortion, 
unprofessional conduct. 

11) Subjects a person to criminal penalties for the unlicensed practice of medicine if he or she 
perfom1s or assists at a surgical abortion and does not have a valid, unrevoked, and 
w1suspended license to practice as a physician and surgeon, or does not have another valid 
certificate authorizing him or her to perform or assist at a surgical abortion. 

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown. 

COMMENTS: 

1) PURPOSE OF TillS BILL. According to the author, this bill, entitled the Reproductive 
Privacy Act, cleans up the cryptic and often unconstitutional abortion code and ensures that 
California has a constitutionally sound abortion law that will protect privacy rights, now and 
in the future. The author states that this bill is important because it does the following: 
deletes language in current state law that has been found unconstitutional in state and federal 
courts; allows health care providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice to 
perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions so that abortion is 
treated like other comparable medical procedures; provides women greater access to early 
non-surgical abortion methods; and protects Californians' fundamental right to choose a safe 
and legal abortion, even if the Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections 
contained in Roe v. Wade. Although case law has rendered much of the Therapeutic 
Abortion Act obsolete, the Act itself has never been repealed by the Legislature. The end 
result is a cryptic, often inconsistent abortion code that is laden with constitutional problems. 
The author believes the citizens of California deserve a reproductive privacy law that mirrors 
their respect for the Constitution and their desire for reproductive freedom. In that spirit, the 
Reproductive Privacy Act offers California a unique opportunity to once again take the lead 
in the national forum on the issues of reproductive choice. 

2) BACKGROUND. The state's existing abortion law, called the Therapeutic Abortion Act, 
was signed by former Governor Ronald Reagan and took effect in 1967. This act provided 
for women's access to abortion services, but spelled out various conditions that had to be met 
before a woman could obtain an abortion. In the 1970's, a number of sections were added to 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act, primarily dealing with "conscience clause" issues and the 
treatment of fetal remains. 

Judicial Decisions: In 1972, the California Supreme Court declared several provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act, including those requiring prior approval by a medical committee, 
and limiting approval to cases of rape, incest, or where the pregnancy threatened to "gravely 
impair" the physical or mental health of the mother, impermissibly vague and therefore 
unconstitutional. (People v. Barksdale, supra, 8 Cal. 3d at 333.) Other provisions facilitating 
these statutes, including those requiring the input of the DA, establishing the proper 
formation of the medical committee, and defining "mental illness" for the purposes of the 
Act, were declared invalid as well. 
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practices, and requires DHS to report its findings to the Legislature every two years. 

I 0) Makes failure to comply with the Therapeutic Abortion Act, in performing, assisting, 
procuring or aiding, abetting, attempting, agreeing, or offering to procure an illegal abortion, 
unprofessional conduct. 

11) Subjects a person to criminal penalties for the unlicensed practice of medicine if he or she 
perfom1s or assists at a surgical abortion and does not have a valid, unrevoked, and 
w1suspended license to practice as a physician and surgeon, or does not have another valid 
certificate authorizing him or her to perform or assist at a surgical abortion. 

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown. 

COMMENTS: 

1) PURPOSE OF TillS BILL. According to the author, this bill, entitled the Reproductive 
Privacy Act, cleans up the cryptic and often unconstitutional abortion code and ensures that 
California has a constitutionally sound abortion law that will protect privacy rights, now and 
in the future. The author states that this bill is important because it does the following: 
deletes language in current state law that has been found unconstitutional in state and federal 
courts; allows health care providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice to 
perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions so that abortion is 
treated like other comparable medical procedures; provides women greater access to early 
non-surgical abortion methods; and protects Californians' fundamental right to choose a safe 
and legal abortion, even if the Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections 
contained in Roe v. Wade. Although case law has rendered much of the Therapeutic 
Abortion Act obsolete, the Act itself has never been repealed by the Legislature. The end 
result is a cryptic, often inconsistent abortion code that is laden with constitutional problems. 
The author believes the citizens of California deserve a reproductive privacy law that mirrors 
their respect for the Constitution and their desire for reproductive freedom. In that spirit, the 
Reproductive Privacy Act offers California a unique opportunity to once again take the lead 
in the national forum on the issues of reproductive choice. 

2) BACKGROUND. The state's existing abortion law, called the Therapeutic Abortion Act, 
was signed by former Governor Ronald Reagan and took effect in 1967. This act provided 
for women's access to abortion services, but spelled out various conditions that had to be met 
before a woman could obtain an abortion. In the 1970's, a number of sections were added to 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act, primarily dealing with "conscience clause" issues and the 
treatment of fetal remains. 

Judicial Decisions: In 1972, the California Supreme Court declared several provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act, including those requiring prior approval by a medical committee, 
and limiting approval to cases of rape, incest, or where the pregnancy threatened to "gravely 
impair" the physical or mental health of the mother, impermissibly vague and therefore 
unconstitutional. (People v. Barksdale, supra, 8 Cal. 3d at 333.) Other provisions facilitating 
these statutes, including those requiring the input of the DA, establishing the proper 
formation of the medical committee, and defining "mental illness" for the purposes of the 
Act, were declared invalid as well. 
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The following year, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that a right of personal privacy exists 
under the Constitution, and that this right "is broad enough to encompass a woman's decision 
whether or not to terminate her pregnancy." (Roe v. Wade, supra, 410 U.S. at 153.) An 
explicit right to privacy added to the California Constitution in 1972 provided state 
protection to procreative choice that is "at least as broad" as the federal protection set forth in 
Roe v. Wade. (Committee to Defend Reproductive Rights v. Myers (1981), 29 Cal. 3d 252, 
at 280.) 

In 1997, the California Supreme Court invalidated a statute requiring a minor to obtain 
parental consent before obtaining an abortion. (American Academy of Pediatrics v. Lungren 
(1997) 16 Cal. 4th 307, 314.) 

Thus, since its inception in 1967, a number of state and federal court decisions have rendered 
various provisions of the state's Therapeutic Abortion Act wholly or partly invalid, and have 
left the validity of other provisions open to serious question. Despite their 
unconstitutionality, however, these provisions have remained largely unchanged in the state's 
Health and Safety Code, because the Legislature has never repealed or modified them in 
accordance with, or in response to, these court decisions. This bill addresses this confusing 
statutory situation by deleting the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have been 
ruled unconstitutional, adding language consistent with court decisions, and renaming the act 
as the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

Other Provisions Repealed by this Bill: In addition to the provisions found unconstitutional 
by the courts, this bill repeals two other provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act: that 
which gives the Act its name and that which requires DHS to collect abortion statistics for 
demographic purposes and report them to the Legislature. 

Provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act Not Repealed by this Bill: A number of 
provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act are not addressed or affected by this bill, and will 
remain in force, as provisions of the Reproductive Privacy Act, if this bill is enacted. Those 
provisions include: 

a) The "conscience clause" provisions, which protect health care professionals who decline 
to perform or assist in abortions from any discipline, penalty, lawsuit, or employment 
opportunity as a result of their refusal; 

b) A provision prohibiting an individual's refusal to consent to an abortion or sterilization 
from being grounds for loss of any privileges or denial of public benefits; 

c) A provision requiring a minor to obtain parental consent before obtaining an abortion; 

d) A provision establishing that an infant prematurely born alive in the course of an abortion 
has the same right to medical treatment as other infants; and 

e) Provisions governing research and study of fetal remains. 

Consistency with Judicial Opinions 
First Trimester: Under the parameters established in Roe v. Wade, the right of personal 
privacy outweighs any legitimate state interest in a woman's pregnancy until the end of the 
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first trimester of that pregnancy. Thus, during the first trimester, except to protect the health 
of the mother, the state may not interfere with a woman's right to chose an abortion. This bill 
explicitly extends that protection to non-surgical abortions by allowing appropriately licensed 
or certified health care professionals to perform or assist in performing nonsurgical abortions, 
which will permit the administration of approved early-abortion facilitating drugs such as 
RU-486. 

After the first trimester, a state may regulate abortion in ways "reasonably related" to 
protecting maternal health, and at the point the fetus becomes viable, the state may regulate 
and/or prohibit abortions in the interest of protecting the "potentiality ofhuman life" of the 
viable fetus, except where abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the mother. 
This bill explicitly prohibits the state from denying or interfering with a woman's right to 
choose or obtain an albortion prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary 
to protect the life or health of the woman. 

Regulations Related To Maternal Health: This bill also continues to require abortions to be 
performed by appropriately licensed health care professionals; subjects those who do not 
comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act to professional discipline; and subjects unlicensed 
abortion providers to criminal sanctions, in conformity with current law. 

Regulations Relating To Preserving Life Of Viable Fetus: In conformity with Roe v. Wade, 
this bill also prohibits state interference with a woman's right to OQtain an abortion "prior to 
the viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the 
woman." 

3) SUPPORT. Supporters of this bill express concerns about the potential erosion of abortion 
rights in California and the urgent need to ensure continuing and reasonable access to 
abortion services. The California Commission on the Status of Women supports this bill as 
"a contemporary law" to govern abortion in California, adding, "this measure is necessary to 
ensure that California women's right to reproductive freedom is protected by a 
constitutionally sound abortion law.'' Other supporters state that this bill ensures that 
California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights law that protects privacy rights, 
now and in the future. Supporters note that with the advent and approval ofRU 486, women 
have other options besides surgery to end an unwanted pregnancy. This bill increases access 
to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse practitioners, certified nurse 
midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical abortions pursuant to their 
current scope of practice. 

4) OPPOSITION. Opponents to this bill state that destroying innocent human life for 
convenience is wrong and should not be seen as a celebration of'privacy' or anything else. 
Although some opponents concede that the bill will bring California abortion law into 
conformance with Roe v. Wade, they assert that the bill "prematurely" anticipates a reversal 
of that Supreme Court decision. California Right to Life, in opposition, states that this bill 
would result in effectively installing an expanded state version of the federal Roe vs. Wade 
Supreme Cow1 decision. Opponents also write that babies have the fundamental right to 
expect that once conceived, they have the right to expect that their mothers will protect them 
and allow them to live. 
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5) PREVIOUS LEGISLATION. SB 1360 (Sen. Health & Human Services Committee), 
Chapter 415, Statutes of 1995 reorganized and renumbered sections of the Health and Safety 
Code, including the Therapeutic Abortion Act, formerly located in Sections 25950-25954 of 
the Health and Safety Code. 

a) QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS. California's existing laws regarding abortion reflect 
the state of the law in 1967 before the California State Supreme Court and the US 
Supreme Court handed down a number of key decisions, including the seminal Roe v. 
Wade case, that protect a pregnant woman's right to choose an abortion under specified 
circumstances. This bill amends California's statutory law primarily to reflect governing 
federal and state case law. As the analysis details, all but two of the existing provisions 
under the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have not been overruled by judicial decisions 
remain in place. 

6) SECOND COMMITTEE OF REFERENCE. This bill was previously heard in Assembly 
Judiciary Committee, and was approved on an 8-2 vote. 

REGISTERED SUPPORT I OPPOSITION: 

Support 

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California (Sponsor) 
Honorable Cruz Bustamante, California Lt. Governor (Co-sponsor) 
American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District 
American Association of University Women, California 
American Association of University Women, San Jose Branch 
American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz Branch 
American Civil Liberties Union 
American Civil Liberties Union, Santa Cruz Chapter 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX 
American Medical Women's Association 
California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action League 
California Church Impact 
California Commission on the Status of Women 
California Family Health Council 
California Medical Association 
California National Organization for Women 
California Nurses Association 
California Primary Care Association 
California Pro-Choice Republicans 
California Women Lawyers 
California Women's Law Center 
California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
Central Coast Alliance for Health 
Choice USA, UC Santa Cruz Chapter 
City & County of San Francisco Commission on the Status of Women 
Communi Care Health Centers 
County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors 
Democratic Activists for Women Now 
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Democratic Central Committee of Santa Cruz County 
Democratic Women of Santa Barbara County 
Democratic Women's Club, Pebble Beach 
Gray Panthers of California 
Green Party, Monterey County 
Hadassah 
Kaiser Perrnanente Medical Care Program 
Lan1bda Letters Project 
Lawyer's Club of San Diego 
League ofWomen Voters of California 
League of Women Voters, Monterey Peninsula 
League of Women Voters, Santa Cruz County 
Los Angeles County Young Democrats 
Marin County Women's Commission 
Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern California Chapter 
Monterey Peninsula College, Women's Programs 
National Council of Jewish Women 
National Health Law Program 
National Latina Alliance 
National Organization for Women, California Chapter 
National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter 
National Organization for Women, San Jose/South Bay Chapter 
National Women's Political Caucus of California 
Older Women's League of California 
People for the American Way 
Peoples Democratic Club of Santa Cruz 
Physicians for Reproductive Choice and Health 
Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 
Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 
Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 
Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 
Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura and 
Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino Counties 
Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo 
Pro Choice Coalition of Santa Clara County 
Religious Coalition for Reproductive Choice 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County 
San Luis Obispo County Pro-Choice Coalition 
Santa Clara County Democratic Central Committee 
Santa Cruz County Women's Commission 
Santa Cruz Women's Health Center 
Six Rivers Planned Parenthood 
To Help Everyone Clinic, Inc. (T.H.E. Clinic) 
United Nations Association of Santa Cruz County 
Valley Women's Club 
Ventura County Reproductive Rights Network 
Voters for Choice 
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West Hollywood Democratic Club 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 
Women Lawyers of Santa Cruz County 
Women's Programs, Monterey Peninsula College 
Women's Foundation 
Women's Health Collaborative 
Women's Health Specialists 
Women's International League for Peach and Freedom, Fresno Branch 
Women's International League for Peach and Freedom, Monterey County 
Women's Lifecycle Medical Group 
Workmen's Circle/Arbeter Ring, Southern California District 
Zero Population Growth of Monterey Bay 
27'11 Assembly District Democratic Committee 
Numerous individuals 

Opposition 

California Catholic Conference 
California ProLife Council 
Campaign for California Families 
Capitol Resource Institute 
Committee on Moral Concerns 
Hispanics for Life and Human Rights 
San Mateo Pro Life 

Analysis Prepared by: John Gi1man/HEALTH / (916) 319-2097 
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Ellen M. Corbett, Chair 
ASSEMBLY CO:MMITIEE ON JUDICIARY 
Capitol Building, Room 4126 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 

Helen Thomson, Chair 
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
Capitol Building, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 916-319-2108 
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:. . t . . r-· ·- - - .. - ···-· --· -

RE Comments on SB 1301: Reproductive Privacy Legislation 

Dear Gentlepersons: 

This serves as a brief analysis of SB1301. This particular bill is not pragmatically sonnd and 
would be detrimental to the health and safety of California's women. Planned Parenthood, as an 
example, is already allowing unlicensed personnel to practice medicine without a medical license. 
Indeed, some of their personnel have no licenses, whatsoever, and only a few months of training, 
before they are allowed to "assist" in abortion procedures. This is simply unconscionable and 
presents a danger to the health and safety of thousands of women in San Diego alone . 

While it might be easy for someone to say that this is mere rhetoric, the facts speak for themselves. 
I have enclosed the sworn deposition testimony of two Planned Parenthood employees who, under 
oath, admit that they do not have licenses, but have assisted in the performance of"hundreds, of 
abortions in the last three years. One can see from their sworn testimony that neither employee had 
any specific training in abortion procedures. In fact, one of the employees is not even familiar with 
the basic terminology used in a 'therapeutic abortion' setting. SB1301 would greatly relax 
restrictions on who can participate/assist in the performance of"therapeutic abortions.'' Existing 
law already states that licensed physicians are the only personnel who may "assist" in an abortion. 
California Health & Safety Code § 123405. 

SB 1301 places a stamp of approval on the type of conduct that is testified to in the attached 
exhibits. The testimony is undeniable and under sworn oath. It would be incredibly irresponsible 
for the State of California to relax restriction on the provision of qualified and licensed personnel 
to California's women. It is trusted that you will responsibly vote on SB 1301 after reading the 
attached testimony. 

2091 East Va lley Parkway • Suite 1-C • Escondido, California 92027 • (760) 741-8086 • Fax (760) i41-9S4B 
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Most respectfully Submitted: 

......_ ... "'-' D. ACKERMAN, 
Attorney at Law. 

CC Assembly Member Vargas 
Fax (619) 409-9270 

. ' 0"'' "" t::r.:, .. o 

06/ 07 / 2002 FRI 16:34 [TX/ RX NO 86 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-748

Most respectfully Submitted:

NITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION

RICHARD D. ACKERMAN,
Attorney at Law.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

MARIE AVECITA MUCINO, 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

) 
) . 
) 
) 

Plainti·ffs, 

vs. 

) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 728883 
) 

KENNETH TYLE'R SCOTT, RONALD D. 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN, JO ANN 
KRIEPEL, · and DOES 1-100, Inclusive , 

) 
} 
) 
) 
) 

Defendants. ) 

DEPOSITION OF MARIE WILKERSON 

TAKEN ON 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2001 

PRECISION COU.RT REPORTING SERVICE&> 
PID:CI&ION VIDEO SERVICES 

CllR.ISTJ! HUD&ON HOEHN. President 
Reporter: Cheryl M. Boley 

CSR No. 9512 
305 North Avenue 
Upland. California 91186 

(909} 981-000 (800} 98-Dt:DOo 

e -mail: 
vtdco@dcpol isnc.com 
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f .A 

understand to sure that your testimony accurately 
reflects the question I presented. Do you 

. 
A Yes. 
Q It's impon:mt that only one person speak at a 

time. I don't think we'll hove any problems here. but if 
we do, I'll just point it out, soy we need to slop doing 
that. Because as I mentioned, when it reads like a play, 
if we're interrupting each other, when it's typed out the 
typeset is nil interrupted and you can't read the 

I 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II question from the answer and it's diffitmlt, so I'm going 
12 to ask you to try and wait until I'm done with my 
13 question. And it's also important to do thi\t because 
14 sometimes the whole of the question 'ca'n change on 
IS the word phrased. Okay? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q Is there any you can think of today that 
18 would prevent you from giving your full and complete 
19 testimony such as medieation, illness. anything like 
20 that? 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2S 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A No. 
Q What's your date of birth. ma'am? 
A 5112167. 
Q Have you seen medicnl providers of any sort for 

t11c dnmngcs you're cluiming in this case? 

A No. 
Q Have you seen any counselors of any sort for 

the damages you're seeking in this case? 
A No. 
Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
A No. 
Q Did you bring any documents here today with you 

to the deposition? 
A No. 
Q Off the record. 

(OfT the record) 
BY MR. WATKINS: 

Q Do you maintain a diory? 
A No, I do not. 
Q Do yqu maintain njournal of any s ort like that 

where you make regular entries? 
A On occasion. 
Q Did you make any entries with respect to the 

inc idents that are at issue here? 
A I jus t made =• statement on what occurred that 

day. 
Q Was that at the request of your attorney? 
A No. 
Q Who did you make a statement fol'l 
A for my manngcr. 

Q Who's that? 
2 A Mindy Moore. 
3 Q And wher: wP.s that statement made? 
4 MR. McELROY: That question is perfectly 
S appropriate, but I think the response to the previous 
6 question, it was in response to an attorney's request 
7 which was made through her manager. It was made from my 
8 office to her manager, so she may not be of thaL 
9 But you can certainly ask when it was made. 

10 THE WITNESS: The morning of Saturday, February 
tl 27th. 
12 BY MR. WATKINS: 
13 Q Did you review any documents in preparation for 
14 your deposJlion such as a declaration or this statement? 
IS A Ve$.' 
16 Q Did you review this statement in preparation for 
17 your deposition? 
18 A Thc.declaration I reviewed today. 
19 Q So you reviewed a declaration that you signed 
20 enrlier in preparation for your deposition? 
21 A Yes. 
22 . Q Did you review these notes that you made for 
23 Mindy Moore in prepjtmtion for your deposition? 
24 A No. 
25 Q When was the lnst time you saw those notes? 

Paqo Ill 

I A The morning of Febru:1ry 27th. 
2 Q I presume they were handwritten notes? 
3 A Yes. 
4 Q And Ms. Moore requested that you make that 
S statement? 
6 A Yes. 
7 Q Other lhnn thnt written statement to Ms. Moore, 
8 did you maintain any notes in a computer on a Palm Pilot 
9 or nny other type of notation regarding this incident? 

10 A No. 
II MR. WATKINS: Is there a loss of earnings clnim 
12 at all related to this? 
IJ MR. McELROY: No. 
14 BY MR. WATKINS: 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q And do you agree with that? You didn't lose any 
money from work as a result of this. did you? 

A No, I didn'l. 
Q And are you currently employed at Planned 

Parenthood? 
A Ves, I am. 
Q How long have you been there? 
A Since October of I 997, 
Q What are your job responsibilities there today? 
A I'm a medical receptionist. 
Q Have you held that same position since October 

4 (Pages 7 to 10) 
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I '97'! 
2 A No. I had a previous job title. I was 
3 previously :1 surgical assistant. 
4 Q When did you start ns a medical receptionist? 
5 A , Just July of this year, late July. 
6 Q July of2001? 
7 A Yes. 
8 Q So from October '97 through July of200 I, you 
9 were a surgical assistant? 
0 A Yes. 
I Q Do you have medical training related to being a 
2 surgical assistant? 
3 A I have a certificate in medical assisting, 
4 Q Where is that certificate from? 
5 A Concord Courier Institute. 
6 Q How long is that course? 
7 A Eight months. 
8 Q What are the things that you studied there at 
9 Concord Courier Institute? 
0 A How to draw blood, take vital signs, counsel 

p:llients. 
2 Q Wh:lt type of patients? 
3 A Like pregnancy counseling. 
4 Q Wlmt else did you study there? 
5 A X-ruys. 

Page 12 

Q What did you do with x- rays? Taking x-mys? 
Reviewing :<-rays? 

A T11king x-rays. 
Q Anything else? 
A And nssist in minor surgeries. 

; Q What kind of surgeries? Was there a specific 
1 group or specific type? 
l A Lncer.-tions. Nothing in particular, It was like 
) a fumily pl:.annlng. 
) Q Did Concord Courier Institute have a curriculum 
I set nround family planning? 
! A Mostly family planning, yes. 

Q Do you have a high school diploma? 
A Yes. 
Q When did you receive that? 

; A 19 June of 1984. 
7 Q And when did you go to Concord Courier? 
J A October of 1990. 
) Q Through what. June of'91? 
} A Juneof'91. 
I Q Between 1984 and 1990, did you obtain any other 

educ:uion? 
A I wenl to college for one year. 
Q Colll!gc: of Whittier? 
A Lute '8-l, for one year. 

:7607 4 19!5 48 

Paqe l) 

Q What· did you study nt College of Whittier? 
2 A Medical assisting. 
3 Q Was it the same types of things you studied at 
4 Concord Courier? 
5 A It was mostly medical terminology. 
6 Q · Did you study anatomy? 
7 A Yes. 
8 Q Did you study anatomy at Concord Courier? 
9 A No. 

10 Q And after College of Whittier, approximately 
II 1985, what did you do wit.h respect to either work or 
12 education? 
13 A Can yo\1 repe:.at that question? 
14 Q Sure. After leaving College of Whittier, what 
15 did you do as far as working or going to school? · 
16 A I was a ho{nemaker. 
17 Q And how long did you do that before you went 
18 bAck to work? 
19 A From late '85 until June, until I started 
20 school, I was a homemaker. 
21 Q Before you started at Concord Courier? 
22 A Yeah. 
23 Q Did you have any emP.Ioyment during that time? 
24 A l started my first job after graduating Concord 
25 with Point Lom:l Medical Group. 

Page 1'1 

Q During the time thol you were n homemaker, did 
2 you have ;my other employment? 
3 A No. 
4 0 And upon graduating from Concord Courier, you 
5 went lo work for Point Lomo Medical Group? 
G A Yes. 
7 0 What was job there? 
8 A Medical assistant. 
9 Q What were your responsibilities as·a medical 

10 assistant there? 
II A Assisting doctors with patients doing first 

trimester abortions. 
IJ Q So you actually assisted in the procedure itself? 
14 A Yes. 
15 Q How long were you a mc:dicnl assistant at Point 
16 Loma Medical Group? 
17 A About three nnd n hair yeArs. 
18 Q And during that entire time were you a medical 
19 1\ssistant with first trimester abortions? 
20 A Yes. 
21 Q Were you involved in assisting any other types 
22 of abortions while you were at Point Lorna Medical Group? 
23 A No. 
24 Q And as far ns your memory then, while you were 
25 at Point Loma Medical Group. did you ever assist in a 

, 15 / ... 

i 
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Pclqe 15 

ncccssnry late term nbortion'? 
A No. 
Q And where did you go to work after Point loma'? 
A I stayed home with my children. 
Q When did you start doing that as far ns month 

and year? We're probably looking at what. 1990 or so? 
No. I missed that. Hold on. '95? 

8 A I stnycd home until about no, early '96, 
9 and Chen I started volunteering at Plan.ned Parenthood 

10 before I got hired as an employee. 
I I 
12 

Q When did you start volunteering? ,. 
A June of '97. 

IJ Q And what were you doing when you volunteered. at 
14 Planned Parenthood? 
15 A I volunteered in the human resource department. 
16 Q And which Planned Parenthood facility was that? 
17 A Mission Valley. . 
18 Q Have you at Mission Valley Planned 
19 Parenthood since June of 1997? 
20 A Yes. 
2 1 
22 
23 

Q How long were you an HR volunteer? 
A Until October of '97 when I got hired 

full-time employee. 
24 Q Thnt's when you went to work as the surgical 
25 assistant? 

, Page 16 

A Yes. 
2 Q Why did you change from a assistant to 
3 medic<l l 
4 A They h:.d to downsize the dcp1irtment, so I w:.s 
5 transferred to a different loca tion. 
6 Q AI the time of February 27. '99, were you a 
7 mcdicnl nssist<ml -- or excuse me-- a surgical 
8 nssistnnt? 
9 A Yes. 

10 Q Were you involved in counseling nt all as a 
I I medicnl receptionist? 
12 A No. 
13 Q 1-favc you done any counseling nt PJ:mned 
14 Parenthood? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q Was that counseling part of the s urgical 
17 assistant responsibilities? 
18 A Yes. 
19 Q And what else were the fCSponsibilities of the 

surgical assistants at the time you were doing that? 
A Assisting with tbe doctors during procedures. 

!2 Q What type o f procedures? 
!3 A Abortion. 

Q First term? 
A first lerm nnd second term. 

:7B074t9.$48 

., 
Paqe t7 

I Q Any lnte term, third tenn medically necessary 
2 abortions that you in? 
3 A On occasions. 
4 Q And can you give me an approximate number? 
5 A Since I've been there or--
6 Q Yes. 
7 A 10 plus. 
8 Q I'm sorry? 
9 A More than 10. 
I 0 Q More than 20? 
II A Maybe 15. 
12 Q I understand that you don't have a perfect 
13 memory or perfect database to go to for this infonnation. 
14 so we do deal with approximates a lot. And if you're 
15 uncomfortable giving me an approximate, let me know. but 
16 otherwise it's okay to do that. Do you understand that? 
17 A Yes. 
18 . Q What we don't want yon to do is guess and give 
19 me some answer that you have no basis for. Do you 
20 undersrond that? 
21 A Yes. 
22 Q Have you ever assisted in a procedure known as 
23 partial birth nbonion? 
24 A No. 
2S Q Have you ever witnessed one? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Paq<: I tl 

A No. 
Q So you assisted in counseling the patients and 

nssistcd in procedures of the surgicnl assistant. What 
other re.o;ponsibilities did you have? 

A Rasiully making the comfortable durinJt 
their visit. 

Q So pnticnt cnre? 
A Yes. 
Q Post-procedure? 
A Yes. 
Q And would you typically be involved with the 

patient in counseling - strike that. 
Does it work like where a patient comes in and 

you're assigned to the patient to provide counseling and 
then to nssist in the procedure and be involved all the 
way from start to finish? Do you handle different 
segments just depending on patient now? 

A Different segments. 
Q And in the counseling that you referenced, is 

that something thnt's done pre-procedure? 
Yes. 

Q Hove you ever been- strike that. 
You worked on February 27th 1999, correct? 

A Yes. 
Q And you were working as a surgical assistant 

II 7 1..a 
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Page SS 

Q Okay. And whnt did you tell her in response, i 
anything? 

A I just told her to turn her head :and look lhe 
other way. 

Q You had indicated before that you had 
pnnicipated as an assistant in first, second, and third 
term abortions; is that correct? 

A Yes. 
Q In your capacity as a surgical assistant during 

first term abortions. would you have anything to do with 
holding ·- what is it - the cannula? 

A No. 
Q Would that be primarily the doctor's 

responsibility to control the cannula? 
A Yes. 

· Q Did you have anYthing to do with turning on or 
offthe vacuum aspirator? · 

A On occasions. 
Q And is the tubing on the vacuum aspirator 

translucent? Can you see through the tubing? 
A ·No. 

22 Q Do you know that uterine contents are flowing up 
23 once: the vacuum aspirator is turned on and the abortion 
24 begins'/ 
25 A Yes. 

Paqe 56 

Q And you know that includes some human byproducts 
2 nnd products of conception, right? 
3 
4 
5 
G 

A Yes. 
Q And has that always been your understanding 

since you nttended Concord? 
A Yes. 

7 Q You also indicated that- and can you give me 
8 an cstlrnnte ns to the number of first term abortions 

you've nssisted in? 
A Since W()rking at l"lanncd Parenthood or-
Q Well, since you gmduated from Cc:sncord. 
A Just :1 lot. 

9 
10 
II 
12 
13 Q And you had also indicated that you participated 
14 in second term abortions: is that correct? 
15 A Yes. 
16 0 And often. aside from the vacuum aspirator, 
17 there's other methods in pcrfonning abortion including 
18 di Inti on nnd evncuation? 

A Yes. 19 
20 Q Hnve you ever participated in dilation and 
21 evacuation? 
21 A Yes. 
2J Q And does that involve the removal of products of 
24 conception from the woman's body? 
:?5 A Yes. 

1 Q And typically is there some bleeding involved in 
2 thot? 
3 A Yes. 
4 Q Okay. And how many of those procedures have you 
S participated in? 
6 A A lot. 
7 Q Hundreds? 
8 A Sinte being a medical--
9 Q Uh-huh. 

10 A Yes. 
II Q And based on your counseling experience with 
12 Planned Parenthood and having trained with Planned 
13 Parenthood, is that typically a distressful time for the 
14 woman involved? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q And part of your job-- to deal with high 
17 emotions is part and parcel of your job duties; is that 
18 true? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q And do you consider yourself to be pretty good 
21 at dealing with these high emotions? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And did it take a while to get used to or is it 
24 something you think Yl:lll were sort of called to do? 
25 A It took a while. 

I Q Would you say in some sense you're 
2 desensitized to high emotions of the women involv<..-d 
3 in Ule abortion decision? 
4 A Yes. 
5 Q Now have you ever participated in the saline 
6 nbortion? 
7 A No. 
8 Q But you do know that that's something that's 
9 been performed in the past as an option to dilation anti 

I 0 cvacual ion; is that correct? 
II A Yes. 
12 Q . Were you given any training at Concord in saline 
13 abortion procedures? 
14 A No. 
I 5 Q Do you have any understanding as to how those 
I G are performed? 
17 MR. McELROY: Objection; not reasonably 
I 8 calculated. 
19 MR. ACKERMAN: It goes to the injury. 
20 MR. McELROY: She's never been trained in them. 
21 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
22 
23 
24 
25 

• Q Have you ever seen pictures of saline abortions? 
MR. McELRO¥: This is not reasonably calculilted. 
MR. ACKERMAN: Yes, it is. 
MR. McELROY: It's not reasonably calculated to 
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I lend to the discovery of admissible; evidence, and I'm 
2 going to instruct her not to answer the question. 
3 MR. ACkERMAN: Okay. 
4 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
5 Q Have you ever participated in any other type of 
6 second temt abortion aside from dilation and evacuation, 
7 maybe n vacuum aspiration at the beginning of the second 
8 term'? 
9 Obviously you said you hadn't participated in 

I 0 the saline abortion. Have you operated in other types of 
I I procedures that take place during the second term? 
12 A No. : 
13 Q Now you had indicated that you had, in fact. 
14 participated in a third term medically necessary 
15 abortion; is that correct? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q And were you in the operating room right next to 
I 8 the patient? 
19 A Ye.s. 
20 Q Is it not true that that procedure-cannot be 
2 I perfom1ed by vacuum aspiration? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And is it nbt always true th:st the ordinory 
24 method for pt:rfonning ·a third term abortion would be 
25 dilntion nnd evacuation? 

Pa9e 

A 
2 • Q Aod also, I would assume th11t you understand, 

60 

J from a mcclir:nl perspective, th:lt in a thirt! terns a.bortlon 
4 the fetus un be viable if the umbilical cord Is c;ut, 
s correct? 
6 MR. McELROY: Objection; this is not reasonably 
7 cnlculated. I'm going to instruct her not lo answer lhe 
8 question. 
9 DY MR. ACKERMAN: 

10 Q You had indicated that one of the things thnt 
II upset you was the pictures that my client had showed you. 
12 Is it your testimony that those inaccurate 
13 depictions or fetuses? 
t4 A 
15 Q TI10sc are inaccurate? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q Okay. What's inaccurate about them? 
18 A The fetuses don't Rlways look like the ones tll:wt 
19 nrr shown on the picture. 
20 Q Do they sometimes? 
21 ,, Yes, on occasions. 

Q So you've seen fetuses from actunl procedures 
that looked like that'! 

::!4 A Yes. 
2.5 0 Wns that distressing to you the first time you 

I saw that in an operating room? 
2 A No. 
3 Q Was it the fact that my client was holding the 
4 picture that made it more upsetting to you? 
5 A YC3. 
6 Q So if a doctor were holding the fetus, that 
7 wouldn't upset you? 
8 A No. 
9 Q Have you ever been asked to arrange for the 

10 disposal ofhuman remains following a third term 
II 
12 i\ No. 
13 •. Q Is it your opinion that my clients don't . ' 
14 right ro c:omplain about these procedures? 
15 MR. McELROY: it's not reasonably 
16 calculated, and I'm instntcting her not to answer the 
17 question. 
18 MR. ACKERMAN: You don't think it goes toward 
19 attitude toward thl! action of my clients? 
20 MR. McELROY: I don't know what attitude toward 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

the action-
MR. ACKERMAN: You want me to pull out the 

Coc.le? 
MR. McELROY: You need to let me finish my 

sentence because we're on the record. 

MR. ACKERMAN: Finish your sentence. 
MR. McELROY: I c.lnn't know what attitude toward 

the nction has got to do wilh anything. 
· MR. ACKERMAN: Would you mind, do you have a . 

copy of the Evidence Code? Oo you want to entertain me'? 
MR. WATKINS: Just mark it and move on. He's 

nol going to change his opinion. 
MR. McELROY: I'm not going to debate it with 

you. 
MR. ACKERMAN: We'll debate it in court. That's 

fine. 
BY MR. ACKERMAN: 

Q Arll you a licenscc.l phlebotomist? 
A I have a certificate. 
Q Do you have any licenses issued by the Board of 

Consumer Affairs oflhe State ofCalifomia? 
A No. 
Q Okay. 

you ever drawn blood in your capacity as a 
medical assistont al the Planned Parenthood facility? 

A Yes. 
Q Do you know how many olher employees were 

present at Planned Parenthood on February 27th of'99? 
A Between 10 and 12. 
Q Do you know of any other lawsuits brought by 
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Page 2 

COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

MARIE WILKERSON, AVECITA MUCINO ' ·· 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO- AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

vs. 

KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALD D. 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN, JO ANN 
KRIEPEL, and DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 728883 
) 

"} 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DEPOSITION OF AVECITA MUCINO, taken by the Defendants, at 
625 Broadway, Suite 1400, San Diego, California, 

commencing at 4 : 41p.m., Wednesday , November 14, 2001, 
before CHERYL M. ·BOLEY, CSR No. 9512, pursuant to Notice . 

ll"#.>o;o o 

·1 - 1300 PRECISION 06/ 07 / 2002 FRI 16 : 34 
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• 

I A rPEAR/\NCf,S: 
2 For the Plaont ills: 
3 LAWOFFICI!S 01' JAMES E. McELRPY 

BY JAMES F.. McELROY • 
4 SHANNON NUCiF.NT 

625 Suite 1400 
S Oi.:go. 92101 

(6\9) 232-6686 
6 
7 Kenneth Tyler Scott: 
8 HELMUS &:. WATKINS, LLP 

BY: DANIEL R. WATKINS 
9 1912 North Broadway, Suite 20S 

San!l California 92706 
10 (714)835-2211 
II 

For lhe Defendant Ronald 0. Brocl;: 
12 

UNITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION 
. J BY: RICHARD D. ACKERMAN 

2091 East Valley f>arkwny, Suite I·C 
.t Escondido, California 92027 

(760) 741-8086 
;) 
6 
7 
8 
9 
:o 
2 
l 
4 
> 

I IN X 
2 Wfi'NESS: 
J 1\ Vf:<:JTA MUCINO 

4 
P/\OU 

I.:Xnminnlion By Mr. Wotkins S, SS 
5 

Uy Mr. Ackerman 39 

Page 3 

Page 4 

• WITNESS INSTRUCTED NOT TO ANSWER 

0 

2 
l 
4 

Page: line 

41 13 

4J 21 

5 t.:XIIIUITS 
s 
7 DI!FEND/\NTS' DESCRIPTION 
l (None) 

MARKED 

I 
2 

Page S 

St\N 011:00. C/\LIFORNJ/\. Wf:I>NI:SDAY. NOVEMBER 14. 2001 
1\ T 4:41 r .M. 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
13 
24 
25 

-oOo--

AVF.CITA MUCINO. 
having bec11 first duly sworn. was 

Md teslincd as follows: 

EXAMINATlON 
BY MR. WATKINS: 

Q Cllll )'OU please stale your name and spell your. 
fUll n11me for the record. 

A Myname? 
Q Please: 
A Ancita 1\Judno • 
Q Will you spell that, please. 
A A-\'- t-C-1-T -A, M -U-C-1-N·O. 
.Q Do you hove 01 middlo: name? 
A No.I don't. 
Q Ms. Mucino, as I mentioned earlier. my name .is 

D11n Wntkins. and I rc:prcscnl Ken Scolt ond wt!rc &:Ding lo 
11$k you qucstions vo:ry much like we: did with 
Ms. Wilkerson. Ami I '"oJn'l go over nil the ndmonitions. 
but I \VlllliiU remind you thai you ote untl.:r oath, just 
like ynu would b.: under onth in n cuurt ofluw. Do you 

I understand that? 
2 A Yes. 

6 

3 Q And please make sure you understand my question 
4 so that there's no confusion between the two of us and 
5 what we're talking about. 
6 If there's any ambiguity in your mind, point it 
1 out and I'll restate the question in a different way. Do 
8 you understand that? 
9 A Yes. 

I 0 Q What's your date of birth, ma'am? 
II A I:Z/5/61. 
12 Q I'm sorry? 
13 A 12/5/62. 
14 Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
15 A No. 
16 Q you employed? 
17 A Yes. 
18 Q How so? Who arc you employed by? 
19 A Planned Parenthood. 
20 Q How long have you been with Planned Parenthood? 
21 A Three years. 
22 0 So when did you start? I should have asked 
23 that. 
24 A October '98. 
25 Q Before we go into your work at Planned 
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7 

. I Parenthood. do you have a high school diploma? 
:1 A No. I GEO. 
3 0 When did you accomplish that? 
4 A 1985. 
5 Q Oth\!r than the GED, do you have any other 
6 education? 
7 A Medical :assist:ant. 
8 Q So you went to a medical assistant's course? 
9 A Yes. 

I 0 ,, Q Where was that? 
I I A Los Angeles, California. 
I 2 Q The name of the school? 
I 3 A B.-yroan School. 
14 Q Can you spell 'that? 
15 A 8-R-Y-M-A·N. 
16 Q Thank you. 
I 7 And what was the - what did yqu study there as 
I 8 a medical assistant? 
19 A Patient care and vital sig11s and lab. 
20 Q I'm sorry? 
21 A Lab. Laboratory. 
22 Q Oh. lab work? 
23 A U.h-huh.lab work. And phlebotomist. 
24 Q Is Bryman a school that's designed to prov1de 
25 medical assistant education for family planning? 

Page 8 

A No. 

I 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

2 Q It 's general medical assisting? 2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
I I 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A Gcmcr:.l. 3 
Q Did you learn any surgical procedures there, how 4 

to nssist in surgical procedures at Bryman? S 
A No surgical. Well, yes, surgical procedure 6 

;.assisting a doctor in any surgical procedure, not a ir 7 
certain procedure. rJ 8 

0 Just general surgical procedures? V i\ 9 
A Right. 10 
Q Did you study anatomy? J I 
A Only what is involved in the course., no more. 12 
Q Well, did you have a course on anatomy? 13 
A No, not that SIH!cilic,just anatomy. 14 
Q What? 15 
A But·· well. or course, the course 16 

involves anatomy. 17 
Q So in relationship to the difterent subjects 18 

that you studied, you studied anatomy as it applied to, 19 
tor example. your surgical procedures? 20 

A Right. 21 
Q So it was kind of part and parcel to the other 22 

courses thnt you were studying? 23 
A N 
Q And when did you complete your coursework at 25 

;760 7 ol l954 8 ft 13 

Page ') 

Bryman? 
A '87, '88. 
Q Do you have any other educational experiences 

other than Bryman? 
A No. 
Q And how have you been employed since completing 

Bryman? What was your first job after that? 
A Family Planning Associates Medical Group. 
Q Oh, Associates Medical Group? 
A Uh-huh. 
Q Is that a "yes"? 
A Yes. , 

A Yes. · p,:-
Q And were you a medical assistant there? . ;!fJ r 
Q What were your job responsibilities? fG 
A Taking vital signs and lab work. v/' 
Q Did you do counseliog? 
A No. // 
Q Did you assist in any procedures? (/' · 
A Yes, 
Q Did you assist in first term abortions? 
A Yes. 
Q Did you assist in second term abortions? 
A No. 
Q How about did )'OU ever assist in a medically 

necessary third tenn abortion'! 
A No. 
0 Have you ever assisted in a partial birth 

abortion? 
A Can you explain that? 

10 

Q If you don't understand the term, then you don't 
have to answer the question. Do you know what a partial 
birth ab.ortion is? 

A No. 
Q Have you ever heat'd that term? 
A No. 
Q Approximately how many times did you assist in 

first term abortions at Family Planning Associates 
Medical Group? 

A A lot or times. 
Q 
A 
Q 
A 
Q 

I'm sorry? 
A lot ortimcs, I can't-
More thnn I 00? 
Yes. 
More than 500? 

A I don't know. 
Q Hundreds? 
A Yes. 

I 

Q I'll let Mr. Ackerman question you on the 
different types of procedures. I'm not familiar with 
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I thosa::. 
2 How long were you with Family Planning 
J Associates Medical Group? 
4 A from '89 to- 1989 to '97. 
5 Q Excuse me. 1989 through 1997? · 
6 A' No, 1989-
7 Q Right. 
8 A -to 1997. 
9 Q So about eight years? 

10 A Yes. 
I I Q Were you a medical assistant the entire time? 
12 A Yes. 
13 Q And during that eight-year period you did not do 
14 any counseling? 
15 A No. 
16 Q And after leaving Family Planning Associates, is 
I 7 that when you went to Planned Parenthood? 
18 A Yes. 
19 Q Did you work anywhere else in between the two? 

A No. 

started at Planned Parenthood? 
Q And what were your job responsibilid;ies w you 

A Surgical serVices '*" 
!4 Q And what were your responsibilities 
!5 surgical st:rvices assistant? 

Par;ro 12 

; f t:I U f4 I !.1!:> 4tl 

Paqe 1 l 

you 355isted with at Planned Parenthood? 
A I do!)'l know. 

3 Q Hundreds? 
4 A Yu. 
S Q Would it be more than 100? 
6 A Maybe, yes. 
7 Q Well, don't guess, and don't give me an answer 
8 just because you think I want it. I'm just trying to get 
9 an estimate from you. If it's not I 00, it's not-

I 0 A More than I 00. 

# t 4 / 14 

I I Q How about second tenn abortions? How many of ' 
12 those? ,' 
13 A About the same. ; 
14 Q And are you still a ·surgical services assistant? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q I'm looking at at least one declaration that 
17 you've $igned in this case dated March I J, I 999, and it 
18 makes reference to an incident on February 27, 1999. 
19 Do you have memory or something occurring on 
20 February 27, '99, an incident? 
21 A Yes. 
22 Q Are there any other incidents that you're 
23 complaining orcs part of this lawsuit aside 
24 happenl!d on February 27, 1999? 
25 A No. 

Page l'l 

I A Counseling patients, assisting the doctor in the Jll dJ 
2 t1 ?f2 
J i>ost-procedure care as well? 3 

Q And are you- prior to February 27, 1999. did 
you ever work on n Saturday at Mission Valley Planned 
Parenthood? 

4 A No. 
s Q And have you counseled hundreds of different 
6 pnlil!nls? 
7 A Ves. 
8 Q Have you-- again, the counseling that· you're 
;) providing. is lhal before the procedure? 
0 A Vcs. 
I Q The procedures that you've assisted with Planned 
2 Parenthood, do these include first tenn abortions? 
3 A Yes. 
4 Q Second term abortions? 
5 A Yes. 
5 Q And third term abortions? Have you assisted in 
7 any of I hose? 

A What do you mean by third? 
) Q An abortion thot occurs in the third trimester 
) for medical reasons or otherwise. 
I A No. 

MR. ACKERMAN: Can we go off the record? 
I (0 ffthe record) 
I l3Y MR. WATKINS: 
i Q Approximately how many first term abortions have 

4-
5 
6 
1 
8 
9 

Jo 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A Vcs. 
Q And did you work on Saturdays as part of that 

rotation thnt we discussed with Ms. Wilkerson, just it 
would come up maybe two times a month you'd work on 
Salurdnys? 

A No. Two shifts, elthcryou work Monday tha·ough 
orTuc.sdl\y through So I was on the 

Tuesday through Saturday schedule. 
Q And did you work every Saturday then? 
A Yes. 
Q Do you continue to work every Saturday? 
A No. 
Q So initially when you were employed nt Planned 

Parenthood, you were working every Saturday, Tuesday 
through Saturdny? 

A Yes. 
When did that change? 

bout a yeAr and a half ago. 
hy did thai change? 

Because of my needs ofrny family. I needed tG 
have Saturday off to spend more time with my fanaily. 

Q I don't want to get into your private life. 

5 (Pages 11 to 14) 
09) 981-1300 PRECISION COURT REPORTING SERVICES (800) 98-DEPOS 

06/07/2002 FRI 16:34 [TX/RX NO 86 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-760

1420



AP2 - 36

Alfonso Jesus 
1115 Pembroke Way, Dixon, CA 95620 

Assembly Member Helen Thomson 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
PO Box 942849 
Sacramento, CA 

August 19, 2002 

Subject: Support the Right to Privacy-- Pass SB 1301 

Dear Assembly Member Helen Thomson: 

I am writing as your constiruent to ask that you please vote YES on SB 1301 when it comes before 
the Assembly soon. 

This bill would protect a woman's right to privacy in making choices that concern her own body, 
and ensure that abortion remains a legal and safe option should she choose it. 

The Supreme Court of the United States rightly guaranteed the right to choose as a matter of 
privacy in 1973, but now it seems that changes in the political composition of the court may 
endanger that right. 

Please ensure that the rights of California women do not fall victim to the whims of Washington 
politics. Please suppon SB 1301. 

Sincerely, 

Alfonso Jesus 

08/18/2002 SUN 22:01 [TXIRX NO 51 
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Providing respons1ble choices through advocacy and political action. 

June 27, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 1301 {Kuehl) 

Dear Assembly Member Thomson: 

Planned Parenthood Affil iates of California (PPAC) would like to extend 
our gratitude for your AYE vote on SB 1301 (Kuehl) . 

Your support of reproductive rights in California is crucial in ensuring 
that all women have the freedom to make important decisions for their 
hea lth . 

Thank you for your continued support of reproductive rights. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Dunlap 
Vice President of Public Policy 

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 510 • Sacramento, California 95814-4581 • Phone (916) 446-5247 • Fax (916) 441-0632 • www.ooacca.om 
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June 19, 2002 

crimary (are A<sociation -

--i leal th Care for All 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 1301 (Kuehl) - Support 

Dear Assembly Member Thomson: 

ro E C EIVE D 
; . 0 l : . I i I 

0 
: JUL - I tuu2 ·I . >' Ll L ___ __, 

1 • · ! ., r 1 SO .,, ,00

·-· __ • 

The California Primary Care Association (CPCA) is a health policy and advocacy organization 
representing a network of over 500 non-profit, community-based clinics that provide care to all 
Californians without regard to their ability to pay. CPCA supports SB 1301 (Kuehl), which will be 
heard in Assembly Judiciary Committee on Tuesday, June 25th. 

SB 1301 will provide greater access to early abortion methods like mifepristone (RU-486) by 
eliminating barriers that currently impede the ability of licensed health care professionals in our 
clinics to treat patients in the area of reproductive health. This bill treats abortion like other 
comparable medical procedures and allows healthcare providers, acting within their particular 
scopes of practice, to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical 
abortions. 

In clinic settings, midlevel practioners play an increasingly important role in providing 
reproductive health care services. The clinic model integrates a team approach - which relies 
more heavily on midlevels (such as nurse practioners) to assist physicians in providing services. 
This bill is complimentary to the clinic model in that it acknowledges the need for mid level 
practitioners to be included in the delivery of this procedure. 

We urge your support of SB 1301. 

Sincerely, 

Melanie Moreno 
Policy Analyst 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Members of Assembly Health Committee 

Carmela Castellano, Esq., Chief Executive Officer 
.. r 'i. - - '\ ... IJ • ..., • " 0 

I ........ . . - : .. •• _ • J .; Jl0-e'in (fc.x) • wvlw.q)(a.org 
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June 7, 2002 

Ellen M. Corbett, Chair 
ASSEMBLY COM:MITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
Capitol Building, Room 4126 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 916-319-2118 

Helen Thomson, Chair 
· ASSEMBLY CON1MITTEE ON HEALTH 

Capitol Building, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 916-319-2108 

RE Comments on SB1301: Reproductive Privacy Legislation 

Dear Gentlepersons: 

This serves as a brief analysis of SB1301. This particular bill is not pragmatically sound and 
would be detrimental to the health and safety of California's women. Planned Parenthood, as an 
example, is already allowing unlicensed pers01mel to practice medicine without a medical license. 
Indeed, some of their personnel have no licenses, whatsoever, and only a few months of training, 
before they are allowed to "assist" in abortion procedures. This is simply unconscionable and 
presents a danger to the health and safety of thousands of women in San Diego alone. 

While it might be easy for someone to say that this is mere rhetoric, the facts speak for themselves. 
.I have enclosed the sworn deposition testimony of two Planned Parenthood employees who, under 
oath, admit that they do not have licenses, but have assisted in the performance of"hundreds" of 
abortions in the last three years. One can see from their sworn testimony that neither employee bad 
any specific training in abortion procedures. In fact, one of the employees is not even familiar with 
the basic terminology used in a 'therapeutic abortion' setting. SB 1301 would greatly relax 
restrictions on who can participate/assist in the performance of"therapeutic abortions., Existing 
law already states that licensed physicians are the only personnel who may "assist" in an abortion. 
California Health & Safety Code§ 123405. 

SB 1301 places a stamp of approval on the type of conduct that is testified to in the attached 
exhibits. The testimony is undeniable and under sworn oath. It would be incredibly irresponsible 
for the State of California to relax restriction on the provision of qualified and licensed personnel 
to California's women. It is trusted that you will responsibly vote on SB 1301 after reading the 
attached testimony. 
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Most respectfully Submitted; 

D. ACKERMAN, 
Attorney at Law. 

cc Assembly Member Vargas 
Fax (619) 409-9270 
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NITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION

RICHARD D. ACKERMAN,
Attorney at Law.
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Fax (619) 409-9270

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917

06/07/2002 FRI 16:34 ITX/RA 765AP2 - 40

1425



AP2 - 41

7-0Z: ;71507419548 .. 

EXHIBIT 1 

06/07/2002 FRI 16:34 [TX/RX NO 8 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-766

0- 7-02: 4129PM: USJF/GGK ; 7607419548

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917

EXHIBIT 1

06/07/2002 FRI 16:34 1X/RA 766AP2-41

1426



AP2 - 42

I 
I 

l 

:7607419648 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

MARIE WILKERSON, AVECITA 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

Plaintiffs, 

) 
) ' 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

vs. ) Case No. 728883 
) 

KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALD D. 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, .SYLVIA 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN, JO ANN 
KRIEPEL, and DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Defendants. ) 

DEPOSITION OF MARIE WILKERSON 

TAKEN ON 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2001 

PR.ECISlON COURT m:PORTING SERVICES 
PR:ECISION VlDEO SERVICtS 

HUDSON HOElfN. Praidcnl 
Reporter: Cheryl M. Boley 

CSR No. 9512 
305 North Avenue 

Upland, California 9l'Z86 
(909) 981-1300 (800) 98-Dt:DO.S 

e-mail: precision@dt:potimt:.com 
Yldco@dcpolunc.Nill 
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Page 7 

I understand to make sure that your testimony accurately 
2 renccts the question I presented. Do you 
J that? · 
4 A Yes. 
5 Q It's important that only one person speak at a 
6 time. I don't think we'll have any problems here, but if 
7 we do, I'll just point it out, say we need to stop doing 
8 that. Because as I mentioned, when it r:eads like a play, 
9 if we're interrupting each other. when it's typed out the 

I 0 typeset is all interrupted and you can't read the 
II question from the and it's difficult, so·r•m going 
I 2 to ask you to try and wait until I'm done with my 
I 3 question. And it's also important to do th;lt because 
1'4 sometimes the whole !\leaning of the question ·ca'n change on 
IS the last word phrased. Okay? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q Is there any rea,son you can think oftoday that 
I 8 would prevent you from giving your fit II and complete 
19 testimony such as medication. illness, anything like 
20 that? 
21 A No. 
22 Q What's your date of birth, ma'am? 
23 A 5/12/67. 

Q Have you seen medical providers of any sort for 
25 the domngcs you're claiming in this case? 

I A No. 
2 Q Have you seen any counselors of any sort for 
3 !he danmgcs you're seeking in this case? 
4 A No. 
5 Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
6 A No. 
1 Q Did you bring any documents here today with you 
8 to the deposition? 
9 A No. 

10 Q Off the record. 
II (Off the record) 
12 BY MR. WATKINS: 
13 Q Do you maintain a diary? 
14 A No, I do not. 
15 Q Do yQu maintain a journal of any sort like that 
16 where you make regular entries? 
17 A On occasion. 
18 Q Did you make any entries with respect to the 
19 incidents thai are at issue here? 
20 A I just made n statement on what occurred that 
21 day. 
22 Q Was that at the request of your attorney? 
23 A No. 
24 Q Who did you make a statement for? 
25 A For my 

I Q Who's that? 
2 A Mindy Moore. 
J Q And Wl'.S that statement made? 
4 MR. McELROY: That question is perfectly 
5 appropriate, but I think the response to the previous 
6 question, it was in response to an attorney's request 
7 which was made through her manager. It was made from my 
8 office: to her manager, so she may not be aware of that. 
9 But you can certainly ask when it was made. 

10 THE WITNESS: The morning of Saturday. Februacy 
II 27th. .. 
12 BY MR. WATKINS: 
I 3 Q Did you review .any documents in preparation for 
14 your deposHion such as a declaration or this statement? 
15 A Yes.' 
16 Q Did you review this statement in preparation for 
17 your deposition? 
18 A Tht.declaration I reviewed today. 
19 Q So you reviewed a declaration that you signed 
20 earlier in preparation for your deposition? 
21 A Yes. 
22 . Q Did you review these notes that you made for 
23 Mindy Moore in for your deposition? 
24 A No. 
25 Q When wns the last time you saw those notes? 

I A The morning of February 27th. 
2 Q I presume they were handwrilten notes? 
3 A Yes. 
4 Q And Ms. Moore requested that you make that 
5 statement? 
6 A Yes. 
7 Q Other than thai written statement to Ms. Moore, 
8 did you maintain any notes in a computer on a Palm Pilot 
9 or any other lype of notation regarding this incident? 
10 A No. 
II MR. WATKINS: Is there a loss of earnings claim 
12 at all related to this? 
IJ MR. McELROY: No. 
14 OY MR. WATKINS: 
15 Q And do you agree with that? You didn't lost: any 
16 money from work as a result of this. did you? 
17 A No, I didn'l. 
18 Q And are you currently employed at Planned 
19 Parenthood? 
20 A Yes, I am. 
21 Q How long have you been there? 
22 A Since October of 1997. 
23 Q What are your job responsibilities there today? 
24 A I'm a medical receptionist. 
25 Q Have you held that same position since October 

. -· ..... .. ... 

4 (Pages 7 to 10) 
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I '97? Q What did you study nt College of Whittier? 
2 A No. I had a previous job title. I was 
3 previously :. surgical assistant. 

2 A Medical assisting. 
3 Q Was it the same types of things you studied at 

4 Q When did you start ns a medical receptionist? 4 Concord Courier? 
5 A Just July of this year, late July. 
6 Q' Julyof1001? 

5 A It was mostly medical terminology. 
6 Q Did you study anatomy? 

7 A Yes. 
8 Q So from October '97 through July of200 I, you 

1 A Yes. li 
8 Q Did you study anatomy at Concord Courier? I' 

9 were a surgical assistant? 9 A No. 
10 A Yes. I 0 Q And after College of Whittier, approximately 
J I Q Do you have medical training related to being a II 1985, what did you do with respect to either work or ·· 
12 surgical assistant? 12 education? 
I 3 A I have a certificate in medical assisting. 13 A Can you repeat that question? 
J 4 Q Where is that certi ticate from? 14 Q Sure. After leaving College of Whinier, what 
I 5 A Concord Courier Institute. 15 did you do as far as working or going to school? 
I 6 Q How long is that course? 16 A I was a hol}lemaker. 
I 7 A Eight months. 17 Q And how long did you do that before you went 
I 8 Q What are the things that you studied there at 18 back to work? 
19 Concord Courier Institute? 19 A From late '85 until June, until I started 
20 A How to draw blood, mke vital signs, counsel 20 school, I was a homemaker. 
21 patients. 21 Q Before you started at Concord Courier? 
22 Q Whnt type of patients? 22 A Yeah. 
23 A Like pregnancy counseling. 23 Q Did you have any employment during that tirnc'? 
24 Q What else did you study there? 24 A I started my first job after graduating Concord 
25 A X-rays. 25 with Point Lom:l Medical Group. 

Page 12 Page Ill 

I Q Whal did you do with x-rays? Taking x-rays? Q During the time that you were n homemaker, did 
2 Reviewing x-rays? 2 you have any other employment? 
3 A T:tking x-r.tys. 3 A No. 
4 Q Anything else? 4 Q And upon graduating from Concord Courier, you 
5 A And nssist in minor surgeries. 5 went to work for Point Lomn Medical Group? 
6 Q Whnt kind of surgeries? Was there a specific G A Yes. 
7 group or spcci fie type? 7 0 What was job there? 
8 A Lacerations. Nothing in particular, it was like 8 A Medical assistant. 
9 a f11111ily planning. 9 Q Wlml were your responsibilities as·a medical 

10 Q Did Concord Courier Institute have a curriculum 10 assistant there? 
11 set around family planning? II A Assisting doctors with patients doing first 
12 A Mostly family planning, yes. trimester abol'tlons. 
13 Q Do you have a high school diploma? 13 Q So you actually assisted in the procedure itself'? 
14 A Yes. 14 A Yes. 
15 Q Wlum did you receive that? 15 Q How long were you a medicnl ASSistant at Point 
16 A 19 June of 1984. 16 Loma Medical Group? 
17 Q And when did you go to Concord Courier? 17 A About thl'ee nnd a hair years. 
18 A October of 1990. 18 Q And during thnt entire time were you a medical 
19 Q Through whnt, June of'91? 19 Rssistant with first trimester abortions? 
w A June of '91. 20 A Yes. 

Q Between 1984 and 1990. did you obtain any other 21 Q Were you involved in assisting any other types 
!2 education? 22 of abortions while you were at Point Lorna Medical Group? , ... A I went to college for one year. 2.3 A No. 
!4 Q of 24 Q And ns far as your memory then, while you were 

A Late '8-4, for one year. 25 nt Point Loma Medical Group, did you ever assist in a 

5 (Pages 11 to 14) 
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medically late term abortion? 
2 A No. 
3 Q And where did you go to work af\er Point l oma? 
4 A I st:lycd home with my children. 
5 Q When did you start doing that as far as month 
6 and year'? We're probably looking at what, 1990 or so? 
7 No. I missed that. Hold on. '95? 
8 A I st:lycd home until about IRte - no, early '96, 
9 ;md then I started volunteering at Parenthood 

I 0 llcrore I got hired as an employee. 
I I Q When did you start volunteering? ...... 
12 A June of '97. 
I J Q And what were you doing when you volunteered at 
14 Planned Parenthood? 
15 A I volunteered in the human resource department. 
16 Q And which Planned Parenthood facility was that? 
17 A Mission Valley. . 
18 Q Have you been at Mission Valley Planned 
19 Parenthood since June of 1997? 
20 A Yes. 
2 1 Q How long were you an HR volunteer? 
22 A Until October of '97 when I got hired as n 
23 full-time employee. 
24 Q when you went to work as the surgical 
25 assistant? 

. P11qe 16 

A Yes. 
2 Q Why did you change from a assistant to 
3 medical rcct:ptionist? 
4 A They had to downsi-ze tho dep:irtment, so I wns 
5 tnmsfcrred to a different location. 
6 Q At tht: time of February 27. '99, were you a 
7 ml!dical assistant-- or excuse me -- n surgical 
8 assistant? 
9 A Yes. 

I 0 Q Were you Involved in counseling at all as a 
I I medical receptionist? 
12 A No. 
13 Q Have you done nny counseling at Planned 
I 4 Parenthood? 
IS A Yes. 
16 Q Was thai counseling part of the surgical 
17 assistant res ponsibilities? 
18 A Yes. 
19 Q And what else were the re sponsibilities of the 
20 surgical assistants at the time you were doing that? 
2 1 A Assisting with the doctors during procedures. 
::?.2 Q Whnt type of procedures? 
23 A Abortion. 
24 Q Firsttenn? 
25 A Fir!>t term and second term. 

Page t i 

1 Q Any lnte term, third tenn medically necessary 
2 abortions that you In? 
3 A On occasion·s. 
4 Q And con you give me an approximate number? 
5 A Since I've been there or-
6 Q Yes. 
7 A JO plus. 
8 Q I'm sorry? 
9 A M ore than 10. 
I 0 Q More than 20? 
1 I A Maybe 15. : 
12 Q I understand that you don't have a perfect 
I 3 memory or perfect database to go to for this infonnation. 
14 so we do deal with approxima,es a lot. And if you're 
I 5 uncomfortable giving me an approximate, let me know. but 
16 otherwise it's okay to do that. Do you understand that? 
17 A Yes. 
18 . Q What we don't want yon to do is guess and give 
19 me some answer that you have no basis for. Do you 
20 undersmnd that? 
2 1 A Vcs. 
22 Q you ever assisted in a procedure known as 
23 partial birth abortion? 
24 A No. 
25 Q Have you ever witnessed one? 

A No. 
2 Q So you assisted in counseling the patients and 
3 nssistcd in procedures of the surgicnl assistant. What 
4 other responsibilities did you have? 
5 A Baslc.ally maktng the patients comfortable 
6 their visit. 
7 Q So patient cnre? 
8 A Yes. 
9 Q Post-procedure? 

10 A Yes. 
II Q And would you typically be involved with the 
12 patient in counseling -strike that. 
IJ Does it work like where a patient comes in and 
14 you're to the patient to provide counseling and 
15 then to assist in the procedure and be involved all the 
16 way from slnrt to finish? Do you handle different 
17 segments just depending on patient now? 
18 A Different segments. 
19 Q And in the counseling that you referenced, is 
20 that something lhnt's done pre-procedure? 
2 1 A. Yes. 
22 Q Hnve you ever been-- strike that. 
2) You worked on February 27th 1999, correct? 
24 A Yes. 
25 Q And you were working as a surgical assistant 
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Q Okny. And what d id you tell her in response, i 

Page 57 

Q And typically is there some bleeding involved in I anything? 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

that? 

4 
.5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A I just told her to turn her head and look the 
other way. 

Q You had indicated before that you had 
participated as an assistant in fi rst. second, and third 
term abortions; is that correct? 

A Yes. 
Q In your capacity as a surgical assistant during 

first term abortions. would you have anything to do with 
holding- what is it -the cannula? 

A No. 
Q Would be primarily the doctor's 

responsibility to control the cannula? 
A Yes. 
Q Did you have anything to do with turning on or 

offthe vacuum aspirator? 
A On occasions. 
Q And is the tubing on the vacuum aspirator 

translucent? Can you see through the tubing? 
A ·No. 
Q Do you know tha t uterine contents are flo wing up 

oncl! th!! vacuum aspirator is turned on and the abortion 
begins'! 

A Yes. 

A Yes. 
Q Okay. And how many of those procedures have you 

participated in? 
A Alot. 

7 Q Hundreds? 
8 A Since being a medic:at --
9 Q Uh-huh. 

10 A Yes. 
II Q And based on your counseling experience with 
12 Planned Parenthood and having trained with Planned 
13 Parenthood, is that typically a distressful time for the 

, 14 woman involved? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q And part of your job- to deal with high 
17 emotions is part and parcel o f your job duties; is that 
18 true? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q And do you consider yourself to be pretty good 
2 1 at dealing with these high emotions? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And did it take a while to get used to or is it 
24 something you think you were sort of called to do'? 
25 A It took a while. 

Paqe 56 

I Q And you know that includes some human byproduccs 
2 nnd products of conception, right? 
3 A Yes. 
4 
5 
G 
7 
8 

Q And hns that always been your understanding 
since you nttended Concord? 

A Yes. 
Q You also indicated thnl-- and cAn you give me 

:m estimate as to the number of first term abortions 
9 you've nssistcd in? , 

I 0 A Sin ce working at Planned or-
II Q Well, since you graduated from Concord. 
12 A Just n lot. 
I J Q And you had nlso indicated that you participated 
14 in second term abortions: is that correct? 
15 A Y es. 
16 Q And often, aside from the vacuum aspirator, 
17 there's other methods in performing abortion including 
18 d i lotion and evncuation? 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 

A Yes. 
Q 1-Jnve you ever participated in dilation nnd 

evacuation? 
A Yes. 

2.1 Q And does that involve the removnl of products of 
24 conception from the woman's body? 

A Yes. 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q Would you say that in some sense you're 
desensitized to high emotions of the women involved 
in the: abortion decision? 

A Yes. 
Q Now have you ever participated in the saline 

abortion? 
A No. 
Q But you do know that that's something that's 

been performed in the past ns an option to dilation and 
evacuation; is that correct? 

A Yes. 
Q . Were you given any trnining at Concord in saline 

abortion procedures? 
A No. 
Q Do you have any understanding as to how those 

arc performed? 
MR. McELROY: not reasonably 

calculated. 
MR. ACKERMAN: It goes to the injury. 
MR. McELROY: She's never been trained in them. 

BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
• Q Have you ever seen pictures of saline abortions? 

MR. McELROY: This is not reasonably calculated. 
MR. ACKERMAN: Yes, it is. 
MR. McELROY: It's not reasonably calculated to 
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I lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and I'm 
2 going to instruct her not to answer the question. 
3 MR. ACkERMAN: Okay. 
4 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
5 Q Have you ever participated in any other type of 
6 second term abortion aside from dilation and evacuation, 
7 maybe a vacuum aspiration at the beginning of the second 
8 term'? 
9 Obviously you said you hadn't participated in 

I 0 the saline abortion. Have you operated in other types of 
I I procedures that take place during the second term? 
12 A No. : 
13 Q Now you had indicated that you had, in fact, 
14 participated in a third term medically necessary 
I 5 abortion; is that correct? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q And were you in the operating room right next to 
I 8 the patient? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q Is it not tn&c that that procedure- cannot be 
2 I performed by vacuum aspiration? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And is it not nlwnys true that the ordinnry 
24 method for pcrl(mning a third tenn abortion would be 
25 d ilation and evncu:uion? 

60 

A Ye.o;. 
2 • Q And also, I would assume thAt you understand, 
J from a mcclical prrsprctlvc, that In a term Abortion 
4 the can be viable ifthc cord Is c;ut, 
5 correct? 
() MR. McELROY: Objection; this is not rensonably 
7 calculnted. I'm goins to instruct her not to answer the 
8 quustion. 
9 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 

I 0 Q You h;'ld indicated that one of the things that 
I I upset you was the pictures that my client had showed you. 
12 Is it your testimony thnt those an: inaccurate 
I) depictions of fetuses? 
14 A Yes. 
15 Q Those are innccurnte? 
16 A Yes. 
1 7 Q Okay. Whnt's innccurnte about them? 
18 A The fetuses don't nlwnys look l ike th e ones that 
19 nrt shown 011 the picture. 
20 Q Do they sometimes? 
21 A Yes, on occasions. 
:!2 Q So you've see11 fetuses from actunl procedures 
:!J thnt looked like thnt'! 
:!.:1 A \'cs. 
25 Q Wns that distressing to you the time you 

6\ 

saw th:u in an operating room'? 
2 A No. 
3 Q Was it the fuct thnt my client was holding the 
4 picture that made it more upsetting to you? 
5 A Yc:s. 
6 Q So if a doctor were holding the fetus, that 
7 wouldn't upset you? 
8 A No. 
9 Q Have you ever been asked to arrange for the 

10 disposal ofhuman remains following a third term 
II 
12 A. No. 
13 • . Q Is it your opinion that my clients don't have a 
14 rigllt to complain about these procedures? 
15 MR. McELROY: Objection: it's not reasonably 
16 calculated, and I'm instructing her not to answer the 
17 question. 
18 MR. ACKERMAN: You don't think it goes toward 
19 attitude toward action of my clients? 
20 MR. McELROY: I don't know what attitude toward 
21 the action -
22 MR. ACKERMAN: You want me to pull out the 
23 Evkhmce Code'? 
24 MR. McELROY: You need to Jet me finish my 
25 because we're on the record. 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

MR. ACKERMAN: finish your sentence. 
MR. McELROY: I don't know what attitude toward 

the nction has got to do with anything. 
· MR. ACKERMAN: Would you mind, do you have a . 

copy of the Evide11ce Code? Do you want to entertain me'? 
MR. WATKINS: Justmarkitandmoveon. l-Ie's 

not going to change his opinion. 
MR. McELROY: I'm not going to debate it with 

you. 
MR. ACKERMAN: We'll debate it in court. That's 

II fine. 
12 BY MR. 
13 Q Arc you a licensed phlebotomist? 
14 A I ft certificate. 
15 Q Do you hnve any licenses issued by the Board of 
16 Consumer Affairs of the State of California? 
17 A No. 
18 Q Okay. 
19 H:we you ever drawn blood in your capacity as n 
20 medical ossistnnt nt the Planned Parenthood facility? 
21 
22 
2J 
24 
25 

A Yes. 
Q Do you know how many other employees were 

present at Planned Parenthood on February 27th of'99? 
A Between 10 and 12. 
Q On you know of any other Jawsuit.s brought by 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

MARIE WILKERSON, AVEC:ITA MtJCINO, ) ,. 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED ) 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND ) 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, ) 

) 
P1aintiffs, ) 

) 

Page 2 

/ 

vs. ) Case No. 728883 
) 

KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALD D. . ) 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA ) 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN, JO ANN ) 
KRIEPEL, and DOES 1-100, Inc1usive, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

DEPOSITION OF AVECITA MUCINO, taken by the Defendants, a t 
625 Broadway , Suite 1400, San Diego, Ca1ifo_rnia , 
comme ncing at 4 : 41p . m . , We dnesday, November 14, 2001, 
before CHERYL M. 'BOLEY, CSR No . 9512 , pursuant to Notice. 
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I A l'l'f:I\ RI\NCES: 
2 Fc..r the Ploinulls 
l LAW OfFICJ!S 0 1' JAMES E. McELRPY 

8Y. JAMES F.. McELROY . 
4 SIII\NNON NUGJ!NT 

62S Oronl.lwily,Smn: 1-100 
S Oacgo. Cnhfomi0192101 

!6 I 9) 232-6686 
6 
7 For tho: Otftndnnt Kenneth Tyler Scolt : 
8 HELMUS 8< WATl<.INS, LLP 

BY. DANIEL R. WATKINS 
9 1912 North Broadway, Suite 205 

Snnta Calililmia 92706 
10 (714) 8JS-221 1 
II 

For the Oefend:mt Ronald 0 . Brock: 
12 

UNITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION 
13 BY: RICHARD 0 . ACKERMAN 

2091 Volley rarkwny, Suile I·C 
14 Escondido. 92027 

(760) 741-8086 
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AVECITA MUCINO. 
having beel' first duly sworn. was 
e.'tnmined and testincd es follows: 

EXAMINATION 
BY MR. WATKINS: 

Q Can you please stale your name and spell your 
full name (or the record: 

A Myn:ame? 
Q Please. 
A Avec:itl& Muclno, 
Q Will you spell that, plciiSe. 
A A-\'- t -C-1-T-A, 1\1-U-C-J-N-0. 
Q Do you hove o middle name? 
A No, I don't. 
Q Ms. Muclno, as I menlioncd earlier. my name is 

Dan Watkins, and I represent Ken Scou ond we're going to 
Mk you qu=stions v-:ry muc:h like we did wilh 
Ms. Wilkcr£on. Anl.ll \-.'on't go over nil the nc.lmonitlons, 
but I wont tu remind you that you an: under onlh, just 
like yuu would be undu onth in n cuun ol'luw. Do you 

I underst:md that? 
2 A Yes. 

Paqu 6 

3 Q And please make sure you understand my question 
4 so thnt there's no confusion between the two of us and 
S what we're talking about. 
G lfthere's any ambiguity in your mind, point it 
7 out and I'll restate the question in n different way. Do 
8 you understand thnt? 
9 A Yes. 

10 Q What's your date of birth, ma'am? 
I I A 17./S/6'1.. 
12 Q I'm sony? 
13 A 11/5/62. 
14 Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
15 A No. 
16 Q _!.re you employed? 
17 A Yes. 
18 Q How so? Who arc you employed by? 
19 A Planned Parenthood. 
20 Q How long have you been with Planned Parenthood? 
21 A Three yeArs. 
22 Q So when did you start? I should have asked 
23 that. 
24 A October '98. 
25 Q Defore we go into your work at Planned 
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Parenthtlod, do you have a high school diploma? 
f 2 A No. I h:.lvc aGED. 

3 Q When did you accomplish that? 
4 A 1985. 
5 Q Other than the GED. do you have any other 
6 education? 
7 A Medical assistant. 
8 Q So you went to a medical assistant's course? 
9 A Yes. 

10 • Q Where was that? 
I J I A Los Angeles, California. 

12 Q The name of the school? 
13 A Bryman 
l4 Q Can you spell that? 
15 A 8-R·Y-M-A-N. 
16 0 Thank you. 
17 And what was the - what did yqu study there as 
18 a medical assistant? 
19 A Patient arc and vital signs and 1ab. 
20 Q I'm sorry? ?! 2 1 A Lab. Laboratory. 
22 Q Oh, lab work? 

A Uh-huh, lab work. And phlebotomist. _.) 

24 0 Is Bryanan a school that's designed to prov1de 
25 medical assistant education for fnmily planning? 

Page 8 

A No. 
2 0 It's general medical assisting? 
3 A General. 
4 Q Did you learn any surgical procedures there, h0\'1 
5 to nssist in surgical procedures at Bryman? 
6 A No surgical. Well, yes, su rgical procedure lik< 
7 assisting a doctor in :my surgical procedure, not a 
8 certain procedure. 
9 0 Just general surgical procedures? 

10 A fl ight. 
II Q Did you study anatomy? 
12 A Only what is involved in the course, no more. 
13 0 Well. did you have a course on anatomy? 
14 A No, not thnt SJlecific, just anatomy. 
15 Q What? 
16 A But-· well, of course, use the course 
17 involves anotomy. 
18 0 So in relationship to the different subjects 
19 thnt you studied, you studied anatomy ftS it applied to. 
20 tor example, your surgical pmccdurcs? 
21 A Righi. 
22 0 So it was kind of part and parcel to the other 
23 courses thor you were studying? 
24 A Yes. 
25 Q And when did you complete your coursework at 

;7807419548 

Page ') 

I Bryman? 
2 A '87, '88. 
3 Q Do you have any other educational experiences 
4 other than Bryman? 
5 A No. 
6 Q And how have you been employed since completing 
7 Bryman? What was your first job after that? 
8 A Family Planning Associates Medical Group. 
9 Q Oh, Associates Medical Group? 

10 A Uh-huh. 
II Q Is that a "yes"? 
12 A Yes. 
13 Q And were a medical assistant there? '-' 14 A Yes. ;JJ """' IS Q What were your job responsibilitces? f0 
16 A Taking vital signs and lab work. ;/ 17 Q Did you do counseling? 
18 A No. 
19 Q Did you assist In any procedures? 
20 A Yes, 
2 1 Q Did you assist in first term abortions? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q Did you assist in second term abortions? 
24 A No. 
25 Q How about did ever assist in a medically 

10 

I necessary third tenn abortion'/ 
2 A No. 
3 Q Have you ever assisted in n partial birth 
4 abortion? 
s A Can you cxplnin thut'? 
6 Q lfyou don't understood the term, then you don't 

II' 7 have to answer the question. Do you know what a partial 
birth abortion is? 

1\9 A No. 
10 Q !-lave you ever heard that term? 
I I A No. 
12 Q Approximately how mnny times did you assist in 
13 first term abortions at Family Planning Associates 
14 Medical Group? 
15 A A lot of times. 
16 Q I'm sorry? 
17 A A lot of times, I can't- t:: 18 Q More thnn I 00? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q More than 500? 
21 A I don't know. \ 22 Q Hundreds? 
23 A Yes. 
24 Q I'll let Mr. Ackerman question you on the I· 

25 different types of procedures. I'm not familiar with 

4 (Pages 7 to 10) 
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I 
2 
J 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

How long were you with Family Planning 
Associates Medical Group? 

A From '89 to- 1989 to '91. 
Q Excuse me. 1989 through 1997?· 
A' No, 1989-
Q Right. 
A -to 1997. 
Q So about eight years? 
A Yes. 

Page ll 

Q Were you a medical assistant the entire time? 
A Yes. 
Q And during that eight-year period you did not do 

any counseling? 
A No. 
Q And after leaving Family Planning Associates, is 

thai when you went to Planned Parenthood? 
A Yes. 
Q Did you work anywhere else in between the two? 
A No. 

started at Planned Parenthood? 
Q And .what were your job es w you 

A Surgical services assistan t. * 
Q And what were your responsibilities 

surgical services assistant? 

Page 12 

Page 1 l 

you assisted with at Planoed Parenthood? 
2 A I do!)'t know. 
3 Q Hundreds? 
4 A Yes. 
5 Q Would it be more than I 00? 
6 A Maybe, yes. 
7 Q Well, don't guess, and don't give me an answer 
8 just because you think I want it. I'm just trying to get 
9 an estimate from you. If it's not I 00, it's not-

I 0 A More than I 00. 
11 Q How about second term abortions? How many of 
12 those? 
13 A About tbe same. • 
14 Q And are you still a surgical services assistant? 
IS A Yes. 
16 Q I'm looking at at least one declaration that 
17 you've signed in this case dated March I I, 1999, and it 
18 mukes reference to an incident on february 27, 1999. 
19 Do you memory of something occurring on 
20 f ebruary 27, '99, ""incident? 
21 A Yes. 
22 Q A re there any other incidents that you're 
23 complaining of as part ofthis lawsuit aside of what 
24 happened on february 27, 1999? 
25 A No. 

I A Counseling patients, assisting the doctor in the Jill(). 
2 l l ?f2 
)Pos t-procedure care as well? 3 

P.aq¤' ll\ 

Q And nrc you - prior to Februnry 27, 1999. did 
you ever work on n Snturday at Mission Valley Planned 
Parenthood? 

4 A No. 
5 0 And have you counseled hundreds of different 
6 patients? 
7 1\ Yes. 
8 Q Have you -- again, the counseling that you're 
9 providing. is that before the procedure? 

10 A Vcs. 
II Q The procedures that you've assisted with Planned 
12 Parenthood, do these include first tenn abortions? 
IJ A Ves. 
14 Q Second term abortions? 
15 A Yes. 
16 0 And third term abortions? Have you assisted in 
17 any of those? 
18 A What do you mean by third? 
19 Q An abortion that occurs in the third trimester 
20 for medical reasons or otherwise. 
21 A No. 
22 MR. ACKERMAN: Can we go off the record? 
2) (0 ff the record) 
24 UY MR. WATKINS: 
25 Q Approximately how many first term abortions have 

. 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A Yes. 
Q And did you work on as part ofthat 

roti\tion thnt we discussed with Ms. Wilkerson, just it 
would come up maybe two times a month you'd work on 
Snturduys? 

A No. Two shifts, either you work Mondlty tht·ough 
Friday orTuesdRy through Srtturday. So I w"s ou tJ1e 
Tuesday through Saturd11y schedule. 

Q And did you work every Saturday then? 
A Yes. 
Q Do you C\lntinue to work every Saturday? 
A No. 
0 So initially when you were employed nt Planned 

Parenthood, you were working every Saturday, Tuesday 
through Saturday? 

A Yes. 
hen did that change? 

bout a year and a half ago. 
hy did that change? 

ceRuse or my needs of my family. I needed to 
have Saturday orr to spend more time with my family. 

Q I don't want to get into your private life. 
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SB 1301 (Kuehl) -
The Reproductive Privacy Ct. I -r t.J . - I I I '-• '-· . ! • • I ---

What does SB 1301 do? 

• Protects the Right to Choice in 
California 
The Reproductive Privacy Act will 
protect Californians' fundamental right 
to choose a safe and legal abortion -
even if the Supreme Court further 
reduces the federal protections contained 
in Roe v. Wade. 

• Provides Women Greater Access to 
Early Non-Surgical Abortion Methods 
SB 1301 will provide greater access to 
early abortion methods like mifepristone 
(RU-486) by eliminating arbitrary 
barriers that currently impede the ability 
of licensed health care professionals to 
treat patients in the area of reproductive 
health. 

• Deletes unconstitutional laws 
SB 1301 deletes language in current 
state law that has been found 
unconstitutional in state and federal 
courts. 

• Treats abortion like other comparable 
medical procedures 
Today, abortions are singled out for 
regulation that doesn't apply even to 
more complex procedures. SB 1301 
allows healthcare providers, acting 
within their particular scopes of practice, 
to perform or assist in the performance 
of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

Why is the bill necessary? 

In 1967, Governor Ronald Reagan signed 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act, which 
expanded legal abortion in California under 
very restrictive criteria. Most of those 
restrictions were subsequently ruled 
unconstitutional in the 1972 California 
Supreme Court case People v. Barksdale. 
The United States Supreme Court issued its 
landmark Roe v. Wade decision in 1973, 
bolstering California's recognition of 
abortion as a privacy right guaranteed py the 
Constitution of the United States. Though 
Roe and Barksdale have rendered much of 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act obsolete, the 
Act itself has never been repealed by the 
Legislature. The end result is a cryptic, often 
inconsistent abortion code that is laden with 
constitutional problems. 

Who supports the bill? 

The bill is supported by Governor Davis and the 
top leadership of both the Assembly and Senate. 
The bill is also supported by a large number of 
women's groups, healthcare providers, civil rights 
groups, and pro-choice organizations. A complete 
list of sponsors and supporters is attached. 

Why now? 

We have an anti-choice President, an anti-choice 
Congress, and a Supreme Court that could be one 
vote away from overturning Roe v. Wade. Now is 
the time to protect our right to choose - right here 
in California. SB 1301 would keep abortion safe 
and legal in California even if the Supreme Court 
undercuts Roe. 
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Who Supports the Reproductive Privacy Act? 

Women's Organizat ions: 
American Association of University Women, California 
American Association ofUniversity Women, San Jose 
Chapter 

United Nations Association of Santa Cruz County 
West Hollywood Democratic Club 
27m AD Democratic Committee 

American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz Healt h Care Organizations: 
Chapter American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District IX 
California Commission on the Status ofWomen American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, 
California National Organization for Women District IX 
California Women's Law Center California Family Health Council 
California Women Lawyers California Medical Association 
Contra Costa Commission for Women American Medical Women's Association 
Democratic Activists for Women Now California Nurses Association 
Democratic Women of Santa Barbara County California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
Democratic Women's Club of Santa Cruz County Central Coast Alliance for Health 
Democratic Women's Club of Monterey County ConununiCare Health Centers 
Hadassah National Health Law Program 
League of Women Voters of California Physicians for Reproductive Choice and Health 
League ofWomen Voters of the Monterey Peninsula Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 
League of Women Voters, Santa Cruz County Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 
Marin County Women's Commission Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 
National Council of Jewish Women Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino 
National Latina Alliance Counties 
National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 
Chapter Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
National Organization for Women, San Jose/South Bay Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 
Chapter Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura and San 
National Women' s Political Caucus of California Luis Obispo Counties 
Older Women's League Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo 
Santa Cruz County Women's Commission Santa Cruz Women's Health Center 
The Women's Foundation Six Rivers Planned Parenthood 
Valley Women's Club T.H.E. Clinic, Inc. 
Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, Women's Health Collaborative 
Monterey County Women's Health Specialists 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles Women's Lifecycle Medical Group 
Women Lawyers of Santa Cruz County 
Women's International League for Peace and 
Freedom, Fresno Branch 
Women's Programs, Monterey Peninsula College 

Civil Rights Organizations: 
American Civil Liberties Union 
American Civil Liberties Union, Santa Cruz County 
Democratic Central Committee of Santa Cruz County 
Green Party, Monterey County 
Lawyers Club of San Diego 
Los Angeles County Young Democrats 
Orcutt Republican Club 
People for the American Way 
Peoples Democratic Club of Santa Cruz 
Santa Clara County Democratic Central Committee 

Pro-Choice Organizations: 
California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action 
League 
California Pro-Choice Republicans 
Choice USA, UC Santa Cruz Chapter 
Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern 
California Chapter 
Pro Choice Coalition of Santa Clara County 
Religious Coalition for Reproductive Choice 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Ventura County 
San Luis Obispo County Pro-Choice Coalition 
Voters for Choice 
Zero Population Growth of Monterey Bay 
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Who Supports the Reproductive Privacy Act? 

Elected Officials: 
Governor Gray Davis 
Lieutenant Governor Cruz Bustamante 
Assembly Speaker Herb Wesson 

(principal co-author) 
Senate President Pro Tempore Jolm Burton 

(principal co-author) 
Senator Alpert 
Assemblymember Alquist 
Assemblymember Aroner 
Assemblymember Canciamilla 
Assemblymember Cedillo 
Assemblymember Chan 
Senator Chesbro 
Assemblymember Chu 
Assemblymember Colm 
Assemblymember Corbett 
Assemblymember Diaz 
Senator Escutia 
Senator Figueroa 
Assemblymember Firebaugh 
Assemblymember Frommer 
Assemblymember Goldberg 
Assemblymember Jackson 

(principal co-author) 
Senator Kamette 
Assemblymember Keeley 
Assemblymember Kehoe 
Assemblymember Koretz 
Assemblymember Liu 
Assemblymember Longville 
Assemblymember Lowenthal 
Assemblymember Matthews 
Assemblymember McLeod 
Assemblymember Nakano 
Assemblymember Nation 
Assemblymember Oropeza 
Senator Ortiz 
Assemblymember Pavley 
Senator Perata 
Assemblymember Richman 
Senator Romero 
Assemblymember Salinas 
Assemblymember Shelley 
Assemblymember Simitian 
Senator Speier 
Assemblymember Steinberg 

Assemblymember Strom-Martin 
Senator Torlakson 
Assemblymember Vargas 
Assemblymember Wayne 
Assemblymember Wiggins 
Board of Supervisors, County of Santa Cruz 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 130.1 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council.:.. California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners; 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproducti've choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the TheraP.eutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-s urgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, 58 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing It with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. 58 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: Mf.h?.lti CoUNTY V\/Q MEW '..s CCMMI$SIOQ 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

CIT :en 7t 
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•nd S&Jpporters of SB 1301 by Shell• Kuohl: 
American Auooietion of Univertlty Women, Ca/1/ornl• - Amerlcum Civi/llbflrtl9t; Union -
Amerfoan Cof/9ge of Obstetricians and Gyneoologltts IX, - Cfilllfornia Abor.lon & 
Reproductive Ri(;hts Aotlon Lssgutt - 0111Jfornla FEJmJ/)'' Heslth Couna/1- Csl/fomie 
Medical Association - Cslifornls Nstlon;J Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Aa:socl3t1on - NadiJasah -League of Women Voters of Cs/Jfornls - Planned Psmnthood 

of Cellforniv • Cal/fornls Commission on the StatuJ of Women -

Friends and 

With the United 8tataa 8uprem• Court polaecl to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision tn peril, it'e more Important than aver we proteot our 
oonstituttonally guaranteed right of reproductive ohoica. That'• why we aak that 
your organization join ua in the Reproduetlve Privacy Aot, a 
contemporary abcut:on law for C•llfornla thut r•plac:e• the antiqueted and 
unc:onstttutlonel provl& lema of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1987. 

Th• bill accomplishes four primary obJ•ctlvea for Clllfornlana: to provide women 
greater llcce&e to eerly non-5urglcalabortlona, to remove unneoeeeary 
restrlctlona on ebortlon procedures, to di>lato unconstituUonal provlafona ofthe 
Therapeutla Abortion Act end to tQcaffirm privacy rlghta eelabllahed by ifafl v. 
Wilde. 

It Ia imperative that California clat,ftee In lew preoi•ely Wh11t reproduotlve 
privacy right• the women and meon of this great •tate enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Ac1 will that California haa a oonstltutlon•lly firm •bort1on law that 
would protect p1'1v•ey rlghb; now •nd In tho future. sy·!reating 
consistently with ott\e r mod teal procecsurea, S!l 1301 wm e"eure the· sG'-ty o" 
r•prcductlve health care while ellmlntting the atJgma the l•w has hlatorloally 
phtced on the option (;Jf abortion aervioe.s, repleolng It with a deo!11ration ln 
•uppon of the con•trtutJonal ri(iJht to privacy end Individual choice. ________ _,_ __________________________ _.. ____ .......... 

Vee, pleaee add our nam• to the Jist of sCipportere. 88 1301 Is ne•dod thle yearl 
I'Jeaao fex form to at (B16) 441..0632 end/or r:all u• IH 91e-.ue .. sur. _. 

' Organization; 

Contact Name: 

Address: 
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United States Justice -Founaalion 
June 7, 2002 

Ellen M. Corbett, Chair 
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
Capitol Building, Room 4126 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 916-319-2118 

Helen Thomson, Chair 
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
Capitol Building, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 916-319-2108 

RE Comments on SB 1301: Reproductive Privacy Legislation 

Dear Gentlepersons: 

This serves as a brief analysis of SB1301. Thls particular bill is not pragmatically sound and 
would be detrimental to the health and safety ofCalifomia,s women. Planned Parenthood, as an 
example, is already allowing unlicensed personnel to practice medicine without a medicallicer:.se. 
Indeed, some of their persormel have no licenses, whatsoever, and only a few months of training, 
before they are allowed to "assist" in abortion procedures. This is simply unconscionable and 
presents a danger to the health and safety of thousands of women in San Diego alone . 

While it might be easy for someone to say that this is mere rhetoric, the facts speak for themselves. 
I have enclosed the sworn deposition testimony of two Planned Parenthood employees who, under 
oath, admit that they do not have licenses, but have assisted in the performance of"hundreds" of 
abortions in the last three years. One can see from their sworn testimony that neither employee had 
any specific training in abortion procedures. In fact, one ofthe employees is not even familiar with 
the basic terminology used in a 'therapeutic abortion' setting. SB 1301 would greatly relax 
restrictions on who can participate/assist in the performance of "therapeutic abortions." Existing 
law already states that licensed physicians are the only personnel who may "assist" in an abortion. 
California Health & Safety Code§ 123405. 

SB 1301 places a stamp of approval on the type of conduct that is testified to in the attached 
exhibits. The testimony is undeniable and under sworn oath. It would be incredibly irresponsible 
for the State of California to relax restriction on the provision of qualified and licensed persormel 
to California's women. It is trusted that you will responsibly vote on SB 1301 after reading the 
attached testimony. 

2091 East Valley Parkway • Suite 1-C • Escondido, California 92027 • (760) 741-8086 • Fax (76( 
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Most respectfully Submitted: 

__ ) - --
ACKERMAN, 

Attorney at Law. 

cc Assembly Member Vargas 
Fax (619) 409-9270 •: 
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Most respectfully Submitted:

INITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION

RICHARD D. ACKERMAN,
Attorney at Law.

CC : Assembly Member Vargas
Fax (619) 409-9270

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917
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, .. 
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

. 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

MARIE WILKERSON, AVECITA MUCINO, 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 728883 
} 

KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALD D. 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN, JO ANN 
KRIEPEL, and DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Defendants. } 

DEPOSITION OF MARIE WILKERSON 

TAKEN ON 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2001 

PRECISION COURT REPORTING 
PRECISION VJDEO 

CfiRISTIE HUDSON HOEHN. 
Reporter: Cheryl M. Boley 

CSR No. 9512 
305 t{orth c!ccond Avenue 
Uplillld, California 91186 

(909) 981-1300 (800) 98-Dt:DOS 

e-mail: 
vidco@dcp0lamc.com I 
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[ · ;:··J-) __ ,.--__ ___..,;/"'"--)-.,---------. 
; 

[>age 7 

I understand to make sure that your testimony accurately 
2 reflects the question I presented. Do you 
3 that? 
4 A Yes. 
s Q It's important that only one person speak at a 
6 time. I don't think we'll have any problems here, but if 
7 we do, I'll just point it out, say we need to stop doing 
8 that. Because as I mentioned, when it reads like a play, 
9 if we're interrupting each other, when it's typed out the 

I 0 typeset is all interrupted and you can't read the 
II question from the answer and it's difficult, so I'm going 
12 to ask you to try and wait until I'm done with my 
13 question. And it's also important to do that because 
14 sometimes the whole of the question can change on 
15 the last word phrased. Okay? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q Is there any reason you can think of today that 
18 would prevent you from giving your full and complete 
19 testimony such as medication. illness, anything like 
20 that? 
21 A No. 
22 Q What's your date of birth. ma'am? 
23 A 5/12/67. 
24 Q Have you seen medical providers of any sort for 
25 tl1c damages you're claiming in this case? 

Paqe 8 

I A No. 
2 Q Have you seen any counselors of any sort for 
3 the d:unogi!S you're seeking in this case? 
4 A No. 
5 Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
6 A No. 
7 Q Did you bring a'ny documents here today with you 
8 to the deposition? 
9 A No. 

10 Q Off the record. 
I I (Otfthe record) 
12 BY MR. WATKINS: 
13 Q Do you maintain a diary? 
14 A No, I do not. 
15 Q Do yQu mointain a journal ofnny sort like that 
16 where you make regular entries? 
17 A On occasion. 
18 Q Did you make any entries with respect to the 
19 incidents that are at issue here? 
20 A I just made a statement on what occurred that 
21 day. 
22 Q Was that at the request of your attorney? .,., 
-.J A No. 
24 Q Who did you make a statement for? 

A For my naunnger. 

Page 

Q Who's that? 
2 A Mindy Moore. 
3 Q And whe•: was that statement made? 
4 MR. McELROY: That question is perfectly 
S appropriate, but I think the response to the previous 
6 question, it was in response to an attorney's request 
7 which was made through her manager. It was made from my 
8 office to her manager, so she may not be aware of that. 
9 But you can certainly ask when it was made. 

10 THE WITNESS: The morning of Saturday, f'ebruacy 
11 27th. 
12 BY MR. WATKINS: 
l3 
14 
15 

Q Did you review any documents in preparation for 
your such as a declaration or this statement? 

A Yes. 
16 Q Did you review this statement in preparation for 
17 your deposition? 
I & A The declaration I reviewed today. 
19 Q So you reviewed a declaration that you signed 
20 earlier in preparation for your deposition? 
21 A Yes. 
22 . Q Did you review these notes that you made for 
23 Mindy Moore in preparation for your deposition? 
24 A No. 
25 Q When was the last time you saw those notes? 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A The morning of February 27th. 
Q I presume they were handwritten notes? 
A Yes. 

lll 

Q And Ms. Moore requested that you make that 
statement? 

A Yes. 
Q Other than that wrillen statement to Ms. Moore 

did you maintain any notes in a computer on a Palm Pi tnt 
or any other type of notation regarding this incident? 

A Nn. 
MR. WATKINS: Is there a loss of earnings claim 

at all related to this? 
MR. McELROY: No. 

BY MR. WATKINS: 
Q And do you agree with that? You didn't Jose any 

money from work as a result of this. did you? 
A No, I didn't. 
Q And are you currently employed at Planned 

Parenthood? 
A Ves, I am. 
Q How long have you been there? 
A Since October of 1997. 
Q What are your job responsibilities there today? 
A I'm a medical receptionist. 
Q Have you held that same position since October 

4 (Pages 7 tl"\ 1n' 
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Page 11 Page 1) 

'97? 
A No. I had a previous job title. I was 

previously 11 surgical a.ssistant. 
Q When did you start as a medical receptionist? 
A Just July of this year, late July. 
Q ' July of2001? 
A Yes . 
Q So from October '97 through July of200 I, you 

were a surgical assistant? 
A Yes. 
Q Do you have medical training related to being a 

surgical assistant? 
A I have a certificate in medical assisting. 
Q Where is that certificate from? 
A Concord Courier Institute. 
Q How long is that course? 
A Eight months. 
Q What are the things that you studied there at 

Concord Courier Institute? 
A How to draw blood, take vital signs, counsel 

patients. 
Q Whnt type of patients? 
A Like pregnancy counseling. 
Q What else did you study there? 
A X-rays. 

Page 12 

Q What did you do with x-rays? Taking x-rays? 
Reviewing x-rays? 

A T1,king x-rays. 
Q Anything else? 
A And assist in minor surgeries. 
Q What kind of surgeries? Was there a specific 

group or speci fie type? 
A Laccnttions. Nothing in particular, it was like 

a f:tmily planning. 
Q Did Concord Courier Institute have a curriculum 

set around tlunily planning? 
A Mostly family planning, yes. 
Q Do you have a high school diploma? 
A Yes. 
Q When did you receive that? 
A 19 June of 
Q And when did you go to Concord Courier? 
A October of 1990. 
Q Through what. June of'9l? 
A June of'91. 
Q Between 1984 and 1990. did you obtain any other 

education'? 
A I went to college for one year. 
Q College of Whittil!r? 
A Late for one yenr. 

Q What did you study at College of Whittier? 
2 A Medical assisting. 
3 Q Was it the same types of things you studied at 
4 Concord Courier? 
5 A It was mostly medical terminology. 
6 Q Did you study anatomy? 
7 A Yes. 
8 Q Did you study anatomy at Concord Courier? 
9 A No. 

I 0 Q And after College of Whittier, approximately 
II 1985, what did you do with respect to either work or 
12 education? 
13 A Can you repeat that question? 
14 Q Sure. After leaving College of Whittier, what 1 • 

15 did you do as far as working or going to school? 
16 A I was a homemaker. 
17 Q And how long did you do that before you went 
18 back to work? 
19 A From late '85 until June, until I started 
20 school, I was a homemaker. 
21 Q Before you started at Concord Courier? 
22 A Yeah. 
23 Q Did you have any employment during that tilhc? 
24 A I started my first job :1ftcr graduating Concord 
15 with Point Loma Medical Group. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
1;2 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Paqe 1-1 

Q During the time that you were a homemaker, did 
you have any other employment? 

A No. 
Q Atld upon graduating from Concord Courier, you 

went to work for Point Loma Medical Group? 
A Yes. 
Q What was your job there? 
A Medical assistant. 
Q What were your responsibilities as a medical 

assistant there? 
A Assisting doctors with p3tients doing first 

trimester abortions. 
Q So you actunlly nssisted in the procedure itself? 
A Yes. 
Q How long were you a medical assistant at Point 

Lorna Medical Group? 
A About three and a hair years. 
Q And during thnt entire time were you a medical 

assistant with first trimester abortions? 
A Yes. 
Q Were you involved in assisting any other types 

of abortions while you were at Point Lorna Medical Group? 
A No . 
Q And as far as your memory then, while you were 

at Point Lorna Medical Group, did you ever assist in a 

5 (Pages 11 to 
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7 
· I medically necessary late term abortion? 

. 

Page 15 

2 A No. 
J Q And where did you go to work after Point Lorna? 
4 A I stayed home with my children. 
5 Q When did you start doing that as far as month 
6 and year? We're probably looking at what, 1990 or so? 
1 No, I missed that. Hold on. '9S? 
8 A I stayed home until about late- no, early '96, 
9 and then I started volunteering at Plan_ned Parenthood 

I 0 before I got hired as an employee. 
II Q When did you start volunteering? _, 
12 A June of '97. 
13 Q And what you doing when you volunteered at 
14 Planned Parenthood? 
15 A I volunteered in the human resource department. 
16 Q And which Planned Parenthood facility was that? 
17 A Mission Valley. . 
18 Q Have you been at Mission Valley Planned 
19 Parenthood since June of 1997? 
20 A . Yes. 
21 Q How long were you an HR volunteer? 
22 A Until October of '97 when I got hired as a 
23 full-time employee. 
24 Q That's when you went to work as the surgical 
25 assistant? 

Page 16 

A Yes. 
2 Q Why did you change from a surgical assistant to 
3 medical receptionist? 
4 A They had to downsize the depa.rtment, so I 
5 transferred to a different location. 
6 Q At the time of February 27. '99. were you a 
7 medical assistant-- or excuse me-- a surgical 
8 assistant? 
9 A Yes. 

10 Q Were you involved in counseling at all as a 
II medical receptionist? 
12 A No. 
I J Q Have you done any counseling at Planned 
14 Parenthood? 
IS A Yes. 
16 Q Was that counseling part of the surgical 
17 assistant responsibilities? 
18 A Yes. 
19 Q And what else were the responsibilities of the 
20 surgical assistants at the time you were doing that? 
21 A Assisting with the doctors during procedures. 
22 Q What type of procedures? 
23 A Abortion. 
24 Q First term? 
25 A First term and second term. 

. I 

Page 17 

I Q Any late term, third term medically necessary 
2 abortions that you in? 
3 A On occasion·s. 
4 Q And can you give me an approximate number? 
5 A Since I've been there or-
6 Q Yes. 
1 A 10 plus. 
8 Q I'm sorry? 
9 A More than 10. F> 

I 0 Q More than 20? 
II A Maybe IS. .. 
J 2 Q I understand that you don't have a perfect 
13 memory or perfect database to go to for this information, 
14 so we do deal with approximates a lot. And if you're 
IS uncomfortable giving me an approximate, let me know, but 
16 otherwise it's okay to do that. Do you understand that? 
17 A .Yes. 
18 . Q What we don't want you to do is guess and give 
19 me some answer that you have no basis for. Do you 
20 understand that? 
21 A Yes. 
22 Q Have you ever assisted in a procedure known as 
23 partial birth abortion? 
24 A No. 
25 Q Have you ever witnessed one? 

Page Ill 

2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
g 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2S 

A No. 
Q So you assisted in counseling the patients and 

assisted in procedures of the surgical assistant. What 
other responsibilities did you have? 

A Basiully making the patients comfortable 
their visit. 

Q So patient care? 
A Yes. 
Q Post-procedure? 
A Yes. 
Q And would you typically be involved with the 

patient in counseling-- strike that. 
Does it work like where a patient comes in and 

you're assigned to the patient to provide counseling and 
then to assist in the procedure and be involved all the 
way from start to finish? Do you handle different 
segments just depending on patient flow? 

A Different segments. 
Q And in the counseling that you referenced, is 

that something that's done pre-procedure? 
A Yes. 
Q Have you ever been -- strike that. 

You worked on February 27th 1999, correct? 
A Yes. 
Q And you were working as a surgical assistant 

6 (Pages 15 tc 10 ' 
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Q Okay. And what did you tell in response, i 
anything? 

A 1 just told her to turn her head and look the 
other way. 

Q You had indicated before that you had 
participated as an assistant in first, second, and third 
term abortions; is that correct? 

A Yes. 
Q In your capacity as a surgical assistant during 

first term abortions, would you have anything to do with 
holding- what is it-- the cannula? 

A No. 
Q Would that be primarily the doctor's 

responsibility to control the cannula? 
A Yes. 
Q Did you have anything to do with turning on or 

off the vacuum aspirator? · 
A On occasions. 
Q And is the tubing on the vacuum aspirator 

translucent? Can you see through the tubing? 
A ·No. 

22 Q Do you know that uterine contents are flowing up 
23 once the vacuum aspirator is turned on and the abortion 
24 begins'! 
25 A Yes. 

Page 56 

0 And you know that includes some human byproducts 
2 nnd products of conception, right? 
3 A Yes. 
4 Q And has that always been your understanding 
5 since you attended Concord? 
6 
7 
8 

A Yes. 
Q You also indicated that- and can you give me 

nn estimate as to the number of first term abortions 
9 you've nssisted in? , 
I 0 A Since working at Planned Parenthood or-
I I Q Well, since you graduated from Concord. 
12 A Just a lot. 
I 3 Q And you had also indicated that you participated 
14 in second term abortions; is that correct? 
IS 
16 

A Yes. 
Q And often. aside from the vacuum aspirator, 

17 there's other methods in performing abortion including 
I 8 dilation nnd evacuation? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q Have you ever participated in dilation and 
21 evacuation? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And does that involve the removal of products of 
24 conception from the woman's body? 
25 A Yes. 

Paqe 57 

I Q And typically is there some bleeding involved in 
2 that? 
) 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

A Yes. 
Q Okay. And how many of those procedures have you ' 

participated in? 
A A lot. 
Q Hundreds? 
A Since being a medicai-
Q Uh-huh. 
A Yes. 

II Q And based on your counseling experience with 
12 Planned Parenthood and having trained with Planned 
13 Parenthood, is that typically a distressful time for the 
14 woman involved? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q And part ofyour job-- to deal with high 
17 emotions is part and parcel of your job duties; is that 
18 true? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q And do you consider yourself to be pretty good 
21 at dealing with these high emotions? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And did it take a while to get used to or is it 
24 something you think you were sort of called to do? 
25 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

A It took a while. 

Pag•.o '•H 

Q Would you say that in some sense you're 
desensitized to !he high emotions of the women involved 
in the abortion decision? 

A Ves. 
Q Now have you ever participated in the saline 

abortion? 
A No. 

8 Q But you do know that that's something that's 
9 been performed in the past as an option to dilation amJ 

10 cvacuat ion; is that correct? 
II A Yes. 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Q Were you given any training at Concord in saline 
abortion procedures? 

A No. 
Q Do you have any understanding as to how those 

arc pcrfom1ed? 
MR. McELROY: Objection; not reasonably 

calculated. 
MR. ACKERMAN: It goes to the injury. 
MR. McELROY: She's never been trained in them. 

BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
22 • Q Have you ever seen pictures of saline abortions? 
23 MR. McELROY: This is not reasonably calculated. 
24 MR. ACKERMAN: Yes, it is. 
25 MR. McELROY: It's not reasonably calculated to 

16 (Pages 55 
(909) 981-1300 PRECISION COURT REPORTING SERVICES (800) 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-790

1450



AP2 - 66

.... 
4-----------------------

Page 59 

I lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and I'm 
2 going to her not to answer the question. 
3 MR. ACKERMAN: Okay. 
4 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
5 Q Have you ever participated in any other type of 
6 second term abortion aside from dilation and evacuation, 
7 maybe a vacuum aspiration at the begiming of the second 
8 term? 
9 Obviously you said you hadn't participated in 

10 the saline abortion. Have you operated in other types of 
1 I procedures that take place during the second term? 
12 A No. ·· 
13 Q Now you had indicated that you had, in fact, 
14 participated in a third term medically necessary 
15 abortion; is that correct? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q And were you in the operating room right next to 
18 the patient? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q Is it not true that that procedure cannot be 
21 performed by vacuum aspiration? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And is it not always true that the ordinary 
24 method tbr pcrfonning a third term abortion would be 
25 dilation and evacuation? 

Page 

A Ye.'>. 
2 • Q And also, I would assume that you understand, 

60 

) from a medical perspective. that in a term abortion 
4 the fetus can be viable if the umbilical cord is c;ut, 
s correct? 
6 MR. McELROY: Objection; this is not reasonably 
7 calculated. I'm going to instruct her not to answer the 
8 question. 
9 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 

10 Q You had indicated that one of the things that 
II upset you was the pictures that my client had showed you. 
12 Is it your testimony that those ore inaccurate 
13 depictions of fetuses? 
14 A Yes. 
15 Q Those are inaccurate? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q Okay. Wh01t's inaccurate about them? 
18 A The fetuses don't always look like the ones that 
19 nrc shown on the picture. 
20 Q Do they sometimes? 
21 A \' cs, on occasions. 
22 Q So you've seen fetuses from actual procedures 
23 that looked like that? 
24 A Yes. 
25 Q Was that distressing to you the first time you 

Paqe 61 

l saw that in an operating room? 
2 A No. 
3 Q Was it the fa<;t that my client was holding the 
4 picture that made it more upsetting to you? 
5 A Yes. 
6 Q So if a doctor were holding the fetus, that 
7 wouldn't upset you? 
8 A No. 
9 Q Have you ever been asked to arrange for the 

10 disposal of human remains following a third term 
11 abortion? ... • . .• 
12 A No. 
13 ·'r . Q Is it your opinion that my clients don't 
l4 right to complain about these procedures? ·· 
IS MR. McELROY: Objection; it's not reasonably 
16 calculated, and I'm instructing her not to answer the 
17 -question. 
18 MR. ACKERMAN: You don't think it goes toward 
19 attitude toward action of my clients? 
20 MR. McELROY: 1 don't know what attitude toward 
21 the action --
22 MR. ACKERMAN: You want me to pull out the 
23 Evidl!nce Code'! 
24 MR. McELROY: You need to let me finish my 
25 sentence because we're on the record. 

I 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

MR. ACKERMAN: Finish your sentence. 
MR. McELROY: I dnn't know what attitude toward 

the action has got to do with anything. 
· MR. ACKERMAN: Would you mind, do you have a . 

copy of the Evidence Code? Do you want to entertain me? 
MR. WATKINS: Just mark it and move on. He's 

not going to ch:mge his opinion. 
MR. McELROY: I'm not going to debate it with 

you. 
MR. ACKERMAN: We'll debate it in court. That's 

fine. 
BY MR. ACKERMAN: 

Q Aru you a licensed ph lcbotomist? 
A I have a certificate. 
Q Do you have any licenses issued by the Board of 

Consumer Affairs of the State ofCalifornia? 
A No. 
Q Okay. 

Have you ever drawn blood in your capacity as a 
medical assistant at the Planned Parenthood facility? 

A Yes. 
0 Do you know how many other employees were 

present at Planned Parenthood on February 27th of'99? 
A Between 10 and 12. 
Q Do you know of any other lawsuits brought by 

17 (Pages 59 tc 
(909} 981-1300 PRECISION COURT REPORTING SERVICES (800) 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-791

1451



AP2 - 67

EXHIBIT 2 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-792

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC. (530) 666-1917

EXHIBIT 2
A-792AP2 - 67

1452



AP2 - 68

Page 2 

1 

2 

3 
4 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

./ 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

·5 MARIE WILKERSON, AVECITA MUCINO ' ·· 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED 

6 PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

7 
Pl.aintiffs, 

8 
vs. 

9 
KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALD D .. 

0 BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN, JO ANN 

l KRIEPEL, and DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 728883 
) 

.. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DEPOSITION OF AVECITA MUCINO, taken by the Defendants, at 
625 Broadway, Suite 1400, San Diego, Ca1ifornia, 

commencing at 4:41p.m., Wednesday, November 14, 2001, 

before CHERYL M. ·BOLEY, CSR No. 9512, pursuant to Notice. 

81.-1300 -.. .., 

., 
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I A PPF.ARANCr:.''i: 
2 For the 
3 LAW OFFICES OF JAMES E. McEl!tOY 

B¥: JAMf.S E. McEL.ROY 
4 SHANNON NUGENT 

625 Bro3dii:J}'. Suite 1400 
s Snn Diego. California 92101 

(619) 232-6686 
6 
7 For the: Oefc:nd:1nt Kenneth T)'ler Scott: 
8 HELMUS 4t. WATKINS,LLP 

9 

10 
II 

BY: DANIEL R. WATKINS 
1912 Nor1h Broadway, Suite 20S 
Snnta Ana. Califomiil 92706 
(714) 835-2211 

for the Oefendant Ronald D. Brock: 
12 

13 
UNITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION 
BY: RICHARD D. ACKERMAN 

IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2S 

2091 E:Jst l'arl:wny. Suite I.C 
Escondido. Cnliforni11 92027 
(760) 741-8086 

I INDEX 
2 WITNESS: 
J 1\ Vr:t.'ITA MUCINO 

PAGE 
4 

l!xnminntlon By Mr. Wotkins 
s 
6 
7 
8 

l!xnminntion lly Mr. Ac:kcnnan 

s,ss 
39 

Page 3 

Page 4 

• QUESTIONS WITNESS INSTRUCTI:O NOT TO ANSWt;R 
9 

10 

II 

12 
13 
14 

41 13 

4J 21 

IS EX IIIUIT S 
16 
17 DEFENDANTS' DESCRIPTION 
18 (None) 
19 
20 
21 
22 
2J 
Z4 
25 

MARKED 

I 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2S 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

AVECITA MUCINO, 
having been first duly sworn. was 

and testified as follows: 

EXAMINATION 
BY MR. WATKINS: 

Q C311 you please state your name and spell your 
full name for the record. 

A My n:amc! 
Q Pleose. 
A 1\fuclno. 
Q Will you spdlthat, plciiSc. 
A A-\'-£-C-1-T-A, M-li-C-1-N-0. 
Q Do you have a middle name? 
A No, I don't. 
Q M:>. Mucino, as I mentioned earlier, nty name is 

Dun Walkins, and 1 represent Ken Scott and we're going to 
ask you questions v'!fY much like we did with 
Ms. Wilkt:rson. And I Wi>n't go over all the admonitions. 
btlll to remind you that you an: under oath, just 
liL.o: yuu would be undt:r ooth in n court oflnw. Do you 

underst:md that? 
A Yes. 

Paql.! 6 

Q And please make s ure you understand my question 
so that there's no confusion between the two of us and 
what we're talking about. 

If there's any ambiguity in your mind, point it 
out and I'll restate the question in a different way. Do 
you understand that? 

A Yes. 
Q What's your date of birth, ma'am? 
A 12/S/62. 
Q I'm sorry? 
A 
Q 
A 

12/S/62. 
Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
No. 

Q .Are you employed? 
A Yes. 
Q 
A 
Q 
A 
Q 

How so? Who are you employed by? 
Planned Parenthood. 
How long have you been wilh Planned Parenthood? 
Three years. 
So when did you start? I should have asked 

23 lhat. 
24 A October '98. 
25 Q Before we go into your work at Planned 

.. ........ __ . 
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Page 7 Page 9 

do you have a high school diploma? I Bryman? 
2 A No. I have aGED. 2 A '87, '88. 
3 Q When did you accomplish that? 3 Q Do you have any other educational experiences 
4 A 1985. 4 other than Bryman? 
5 Q Other than the GED, do you have any other 5 A No. 
6 edutation? 6 Q And how have you been employed since completing 
7 A Medical assistant. 7 Bryman? What was your first job after that? 
8 Q So you went to a medical assistant's course? 8 A Family Planning Associates Medical Group. 
9 A Yes. 9 Q Oh, Associates Medical Group? 

. 10 • Q Where was that? 10 A Uh-huh • 
1 I A Los Angeles, California. II Q Is that a "yes"? 
12 Q The name of the school? 12 A Yes. 
13 A Bryman 13 Q And were yotJ a medical assistant there? 
14 Q Can you spell that? 14 A Yes. _fl. 

15 A 8-R-Y -M-A-N. 15 Q What were your job responsibilities? 61 16 Q Thank you. 16 A Taking vital signs and lab work. ? 17 And what was the - what did yQu study there as 17 Q Did you do counseling? 
18 a medical assistant? 18 A No. 
19 A Patient care and vital signs and lab. 19 Q Did you assist in any procedures? 
20 Q I'm sorry? if 20 A Yes. 
21 A Lab. Labor.ttory. 21 Q Did you assist in first term abortions? 
22 Q Oh. lab work? 22 A Yes. 
23 A Uh-huh, lab work. And phlebotomist. 23 Q Did you assist in second term abortions? 
24 Q Is Bryman a school that's designed to provade 24 A No. 
25 medical assistant education for family planning? · 25 Q How about did )OU ever assist in a medically 

Page 8 PaqP. I 0 

A No. I necessary third tenn abortion'! 
2 Q It's general medical assisting? 2 A No. 
3 A General. 3 Q Have you E:ver assisted in a partial birth 
4 Q Did you learn any surgical procedures there, hov. 4 abortion? 
5 to assist in surgical procedures at Bryman? 5 A Can you explain that? 
6 A No surgical. yes, llurgical procedure lik( 6 Q If you don't understand the term, then you don't 
7 ussisting a doctor in nny surgical procedure, not a 7 have to answer the question. Do you know what a partial 
8 certain procedure. ,...8 birth abortion is? 
9 Q Just general surgical procedures? \9 A No. 

10 A Right. 10 Q Have you ever heard that term? 
II Q Did you study anatomy? II A No. 
12 A Only what is involved in the course, no more. 12 Q Approximately how many times did you assist in 
13 Q Well, did you have a course on anatomy? 13 first tenn abortions at Family Planning Associates 
14 A No, not th:at Sf)ecific, just anatomy. 14 Medical Group? 
IS Q What? 15 A A lot of times. 
16 A But-· well, of course, because the course 16 Q I'm sorry? 
17 involves anatomy. 17 A A lot of times, I can't- t:: 18 Q So in relationship to the different subjects 18 Q More than I 00? 
19 that you studied, you studied anatomy as it applied to. 19 A Yes. 
20 tor example. your surgical procedures? 20 Q More than 500? 
21 A Right. 21 A I don't know. 
22 Q So it was kind of part and parcel to the other 22 Q Hundreds? I 

23 courses that you were studying? 23 A Yes. 
24 A Yes. 24 Q I'll let Mr. Ackerman question you on the 
25 Q And when did you complete your coursework at 25 different types of procedures. I'm not familiar with 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

those. 
How long were you with Family Planning 

Associntes Medical Group? 
A From '89 to • .,. t 9.89 to '97. 
0 Excuse me. 1989through 1997?· 
A' No, 1989-
0 Right. 
A -to 1997. 
Q So about eight years? 
A Yes. 

Page 11 

to 
I I 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

0 Were you a medical assistant the entire time? 
A Yes. 
0 And during that eight·year period you did not do 

any counseling? 
A No. 
O And after leaving Family Planning Associates, is 

that when you went to Planned Parenthood? 
A Yes. 
Q Did you work anywhere else in between the two? 
A No. 
0 And what were your job responsibili6ties wh you 

22 started at Planned Parenthood? 
23 A Surgical services assistant. * 
24 0 And what were your responsibilities 
25 surgical services assistant? 

Paqe 12 

I A Counseling patients, assisting the doctor in the 
2 
)Post-procedure care as well? 
4 A No. 
5 Q And have you counseled hundreds of different 
6 patients? 
7 A Yes. 
8 Q Have you •• again, the counseling that you're 
9 providing, is that before the procedure? 

10 A Yes. 
II 0 The procedures that you've assisted with Planned 
12 Parenthood, do these include first term abortions? 
13 A Yes. 
14 0 Second term abortions? 
15 A Yes. 
16 0 And third term abortions? Have you assisted in 
17 any of those? 
18 A What do you mean by third? 
19 Q An abortion that occurs in the third trimester 
W tor medicnl reasons or otherwise. 
Zl A No. 

MR. ACKERMAN: Can we go off the record? 
B (Off the record) 

l3Y MR. WATKINS: 
0 Approximately how many first term abortions have 

Page 13 

I you assisted with at Planned Parenthood? 
2 A I doy't know. 
3 0 Hundreds? 
4 A Yes. 
5 Q Would it be more than I 00? 
6 A Maybe, yes. 
7 Q Well, don't guess, and don't give me an answer 
8 just because you think I want it. I'm just trying to get 
9 an estimate from you. (fit's not I 00, it's not-

10 A More than 100. ' 
II Q How about second term abortions? How many of 
12 those? / 
13 A About the same. .. 
14 Q And are you still a ·surgical services assistant? 
15 A Yes. 
I 6 Q I'm lnokir'lg at at least one declaration that 
I 7 you've signed in this case dated March II, 1999, and it 
I 8 makes reference to an incident on February 27. 1999. 
I 9 Do you memory of something occurring on. 
20 February 27, '99, an incident? 
21 A Yes. 
22 0 Are there any other incidents that you're 
23 complaining of as part of this lawsuit aside of what 
24 happened on Pebruary 27, 1999? 
25 A No. 

Page l" 

3 

Q And arc you- prior to February 27, 1999, did 
you ever work on a at Mission Valley Planned 
Parenthood? 

4 A Yes. 
S Q And did you work on Saturdays as part of that 
6 rotation thnt we discussed with Ms. Wilkerson, just it 
7 would come up maybe two times a month you'd work on 
8 Saturdays? 
9 A No. Two shifts, either you work Mondlty tha·ough 

10 Friday or Tuesday through Saturday. So I was on tlac 
I I Tuesday through Saturday schedule. 
I 2 0 And did you work every Saturday then? 
13 A \'cs. 
14 Q Do you cvntinue to work every Saturday? 
15 A No. 
16 0 So initially when you were employed at Planned 
17 Parenthood. you were working every Saturday, Tuesday 
18 through Saturday? 
19 A Yes. 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

hen did that change? 
bout a year and a half ago. 
hy did that change? 

Because of my needs or my family. I needed to 
have Saturday off to spend more time with my family. 

Q I don't want to get into your private life. 
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PPAC& 
rP-J ® 

Providing responsible choices through advocacy and polttica/ action. 

June 13, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl)- As Amended April 8, 2002 

Dear Assembly Member Thomson: 

- , , -; · · ______ _ --

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California (PPAC) is proud to sponsor SB 1301 (Kuehl). 
This important measure will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound 
reproductive rights law that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the 
Reproductive Privacy Act, protects women by ensuring reproductive health care services 
are performed in the safest manner possible while eliminating the stigma the law has 
historically placed on the option of abortion services. 

SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse 
practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical 
abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make decisions 
regarding their own reproductive health. 

Please vote Aye on SB 1301 when it is heard in the Assembly Health Committee on 
June 25, 2002. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Dunlap 
Vice President of Public Policy 

cc: Senator Sheila Kuehl 

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 510 • Sacramento, California 95814-4581 • Phone (916) 446-5247 • Fax (916) 441-0632 • www. 
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Jun. 17. 2002 2:08PM CA COUNCIL OF CHURCHES 442 -30 36 

271S K Street, Suite D 
Sacrame:nto, CA 
9f5l)16 

(910) 44·2-t$4·4'/ 
(916) Fi.lx 

org 
www 

D. AntJei'!Son 
l)irector 

June 17,2002 

The Hon. Helen Thomson, Chair 
Ac;sembly Heallh 

Dear Assemblymember Thomson: 

RE: SB 1301 

We are writing in support of Senator Sheila Kuehl's bill. S:R 1301 that 
all women's access to reproductive health service.c; including 

abortion and that eradicates archaic statues that remain on the books 
within our slalc laws. 

We at California Church Impact, representing 20 Protestant and 
Orthodox denominations and 1.5 million members strongly support this 
bill and a woman's right to choose safe and legal abortion services. We 

that this decision is intensely personal and that we must respect 
women as moral agents of their own lives. To this end. we support 
policies that offer womt-'D and families the right to m.ake these decisions 
without restrictions that could hamper !heir free exercise of conscience to 
exercise whatever options she and those close to her see fit. 

Failure to maintain unfettered access to choice virtually guarantees that 
women in desperate circumstances will not cease having abortions but 
wiJJ. fmd once again relegated to the ''back alley'' of unsafe. 
unlicensed, and dangerous services. 

We urge the Ac;sembly Health Committee lO th.c:ir greatest care 
on behalf of women in California by supponing this important and 
timely bill. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Sholes 
Public Policy Coordinaror 
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JUN.19.2002 11=20AM COMM ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN N0.358 P.1/1 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CiMV p...,vl$, GOVEANOI\ 

(OMV.ISSION ON THe STATUS OF WOMEN 
1303 J Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2900 • . . 

. . 

June 19, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblymember Thomson: 

RE: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act 

The California Commission on the Status of Women requests your ,.aye" vote on SB 
1301. This me.asure would enact a constitutionally-sound reproductive rights law 
ensuring that a Californian's right to privacy and the decision to choose a safe and legal 
abortion are protected, now and in the future. 

SB 1301 would increase access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion such as 
mifepristone (RU-486) by allowing healthcare providers, within their particular scope of 
practice, to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 
Further, SB 1301 would delete the unconstitutional and unenforceable provisions of 
existing state law that create confusion and inconsistency with regard to abortion. 

Women's access to health care, including reproductive health care, has been a long-
standing priority for the Commission. The Reproductive· Privacy Act is critical to the 
preservation of a California woman's constitutional right to make decisions regarding her 
reproductive health. SB1301 would protect her fundamental right to privacy and ensure 
access to a safe and legal abortion. 

For these reasons, we ask that you vote "aye" on SB 1301. If we can be of assistance 
to you, please contact our Executive Director, Mary Wiberg, or our Legislative 
Coordinator, Vicki Atwood, at 916-445-3173. 

Elmy Bermejo 
Chairperson · 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Assembly Health Committee 

(916) 44S-3173 • (916) 3ll"9+66 fax • lnfo@women.c:a.gov • www.wol'r'len.ca.gov 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF CALIFORNIA 
926 J Street, Suite 515, Sacramento, California 95814 

(916) 442-7215 • Fax (916) 442-73fL 
Web site: www.ca.lwv.org • Email: Jwvc@ r. • ·J ::- 7l 

! · • at. C _ L_ , ' 

.· I 2 u ; L 
June 20, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
Committee on Health 
California State Assembly 
P.O. Box 942849 
Sacramento, CA 94249-0001 

Re: SB 1301 (Kuehl) - Support 

Dear Assembly Member Thomson: 

.. , I 
HEALTH 

The League of Women Voters of California is pleased to support SB 1301 (Kuehl), 
the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

This bill rids California of the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967 
which are antiquated and unconstitutional. It firmly establishes California's 
conunitment to the fundamental right of freeciom of reproductive choice by affirming 
the privacy rights established by Roe v. Wade. In addition, it assures women increased 
access to safe and early methods of abortion by clarifYing the ability of health care 
providers, acting within their existing scopes of practice, to perform or assist in 
performance of surgical and nonsurgical abortions. 

The League of Women Voters supports reproductive freedom and believes that 
public policy in a pluralistic society must a.ffinn the constitutional right of privacy of 
the individual. SB 13 01 is right for the citizens of California. lt will safeguard the 
privacy of women and ensure that reproductive health care policy guards the safety 
and health of women in California. We urge your AYE vote on this important 
measure. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Inatsugu 
President 
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ACOG District IX 
1401 21st Street, Suite .170 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(91 6) 442· 8865 
FAX: (916) 442· 8857 
e-mail: d istrict9@acog.org 

P .2 

OISTRICT IX WOMEN'S HEAL'rH CARE PHYSICIANS 

Marc:b 24, 200t 

The Honorable Sheila James Kuehl 
State Capitol. Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

u-E C f I V f 
I .1 

Jl ''.1 2 0 1 l l. ,,, . 
RE: Senate B' 1301 (Kuehl) 
A COG-IX :- /... .. . I 

v '-- 1 • I I 1 : r 

The American College of Obstetricians 8nd Gynecologists, District lX representing more than 
4300 practicing California physicians, is pleased to support your Senate Bill 1301. 

SB 1301 will repeal provisions of California's Therapeutic Abortion Act which have been found 
unconstitutional by the courts and replace · them with a clear statement regarding a woman's right 
to choose. This measure aJso clarifies the role of heaJthcare professionals in the provision of 
abortion services. It is our understanding that an amendment wm be taken to the bill on April 9"' 
in the Senate Judiciary Committee which clarifies what is meant by nonsurgical abortion. We 
strongly support the inclusion of this amendment. 

ACOG. District. IX believes that termination of a pregnancy before viability is a medical matter 
between a woman and her physician. We support acceas to care for all individuals, irrespective of 
financial status, and the availability of all reproductive options. We also oppose any unnecessary 
regulations or laws which serve to limit or delay acoess to care, such as those provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act which are being repealed by this tn'easure. . . 

For these reasons, we have taken a SUPPORT position on SB 1301 and applaud your leadership 
in ensuring that women have access to abortion services. If I may provide you with additional 
infonnation regarding our po11ition on this measure, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
415.258.9926. 

oan M. Hall, JD 
Legislative Advocate 

Cc: Consultant to Senate Judiciary Committee 

CHAIR 
josephine l. V1)n Her?.en. MD 
5!i0 Wnshinglun Street, 1725 

DISTRICT IX OFFICERS 1 999-2002 
VICE CHAIR SECRETARY 

lames Macer, MD Beny K. Tu, MD 
10 Street, N400 17()22 FitC'h 

. TR(ASUR.f:R 
Jcilnnc Conry, 1 
l\:l04 Ci\niN.,Iu 

c 
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CAPITOL 
RESOURCE 
institute 

1414 K Street, 
Suite 200 

Sacramento, CA 
95814 

www.capito lrcsourcc.org 

(916) 498-1940 
Phone 

(916) 448-2888 
Fax 

'""' r: ,. :r } 
- 1-. 

June 20, 2002 '. • I 

JL':l 2 0 ·I 
The Honorable Helen Thomson 
Chairwoman, Assembly Health 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: SB 1301 - OPPOSE 

Dear Chairwoman Thomson: 

Capitol Resource Institute opposes SB 1301. 

-------
- r - · . ;- . - r, 

I " - v- . . I ' - ' _j 

SB 1301 states that every individual possesses a fundamental right to choose or 
refuse birth control, and the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or obtain an 
abortion. 

Capitol Resource Institute believes that while men and women certainly not only a 
have right but a responsibility to exercise prudent birth control measures, that babies 
have the "fundamental right" to expect that once conceived they have the right to 
expect that their mothers will give them a to protect them and allow them to 
live. 

SB 1301 also allows non-physicians to perfonn non-surgical abortions. In light of 
recent reports detailing the deaths of women who took RU-486, this bill could unduly 
place women's lives at risk. 

Capitol Resource Institute believes SB 1301 is fundamentally flawed in that it does not 
consider the risks of non-surgical abortions nor does it consider the life of unborn 
children. We strongly urge your no vote on SB 1301. 

Sincerely, 

Director of Policy 

cc: Members Assembly Health 
Senator Sheila Kuehl LE
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Kaiser Fou dation.l:realth-Pian;-ffie. . 1i 
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KAISER PERMANENTE® 

JW1e 20, 2002 l•{ f.: I' '_I ' • ._ : . , , t I : • 

I .:::__---·--- • ... 

Assemblymember Helen Thomson, Chair 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Assemblymember Thomson: 

On behalf of the Kaiser Perrnanente Medical Care Program, I respectfully request 
your positive consideration of SB 1301 (Kuehl) when it is heard by the Assembly Health 
Committee on Tuesday, JW1e 25. 

SB 1301 proposes to delete provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have 
been declared invalid. The bill would also delete the name of the act, and enact in its 
place the Reproductive Privacy Act which would, among other things, provide that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to reproductive 
decisions. 

SB 1301 is consistent with Kaiser Perrnanente's position that reproductive 
decisions should appropriately be made by a woman in consultation with her physician, 
and would, again, urge your positive consideration. 

c.c. Senator Sheila Kuehl 
Assembly Health Committee 
Richard Figueroa, Governor's Office 

Government Relations 
1215 "K" Street, Suite 2030 
Sacramento, California 95814 
916-448-4912 

Lynda Lucio Ross 
Legislative Representative 
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California Medica 
Physicians dedicated to the h tilth of Ca1(fornia 1 s 

June 20, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assembly Member Thomson: 

RE: 
CMA Position: 

' 
L- _ - :-,." 1'T..,..r r: H Ef. L I I c 0 .. ' . I I 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) 
Support 

The California Medical Association, representing over 34,000 California 
physicians supports Senate Bill 1301 (as amended on April 8), by Senator Kuehl, 
which will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights 
law that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the Reproductive 
Privacy Act codifies existing case law that provides access to safe and legal 
reproductive health services, including abortion services. 

In addition, SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion 
by allowing nurse practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, 
to perform non-surgical abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. The 
April 8 amendments define non-surgical abortion as the use of pharmacologic 
agents, which are crucial to this bill, as it needs to be clear we are not permitting 
anyone other than physicians to perform invasive procedures due to concerns 
regarding safety. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional, unenforceable and 
antiquated provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an 
innovative leader in ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the 
constitutional right to make decisions regarding their own reproductive health, and 
has no fiscal effect on the State. 

Please vote "Aye" on SB 1301 when it is heard in the Assembly Health 
Committee on June 25th. 

Shannon Sm1th-Crowley, J.D., M.H.A. 
Associate Director 

Cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
The Members of the Assembly Health Committee 
Scott Bain, Consultant, Assembly Health Committee 
Jennifer Fitzgerald, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus 

Headquarters: 120 I 1 Srreer, Sacramento, CA 958 14·2906 • 916.444.5532 
San Francisco office: 221 Maan Streer, P.O. Box 7690, San Francisco, CA 94120-7690 • 41 5.541.0900 
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June 20, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson 
Chair, Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

.R.e: SB 1301 (Kuehl) - Oppose 

Dear Assemblywoman Corbett: 

, ,......::.. • t . I 

. I 

I ,_ 

, ___ _ __ .. ... --

Campaign for California Families opposes SB 1301 because it celebrates the killing of pre-born children 
as a "fundamental right.'' Abortion ends a pregnancy by destroying and removing the developing child. 
That baby's heart has already begun to beat by the time the mother misses her period and begins to 
wonder if she might be pregnant (about 31 days after the mother's last menstrual period or LMP). 
Surgical abortions are usually not performed before seven weeks, or 49 days LMP. By that time, the 
baby has identifiable arms and legs (day 45) and displays measurable brain waves (about 40 days). 
During the seventh through the tenth weeks, when the majority of abortions are performed, fingers and 
genitals appear and the child's face is recognizably human. 

True fundamental rights include the right to life. SB 1301 celebrates abortion, a horrible act that kills 
100% of the unborn children who suffer through it. The vast majority of all abortions performed today 
are done for social, not medical reasons·- because a woman doesn't feel ready for a baby at the time, 
because her partner wants her to have an abortion, etc. Approximately 93% of all induced abortions are 
done for elective, non-medical reasons such as these. Destroying innocent human life for convenience is 
wrong and should not be seen as a celebration of"privacy" or anything else. 

Sincerely, 

Erik Hartstrom 
Legislative Analyst 
Campaign for California Families 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl, bill author 
The Honorable Sam Aanestad, Vice Chair 
Committee Members 
Republican Caucus Consultant 

CCF • Post Office Box 782 • Sacramento, CA 95812 • 916/443.1410 • www.savecaiU:- - ' -
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JUN.19.2002 11! 19AM COMM ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COMMISSION ON nlE STATUS OF WOMEN 
1303 J Street, Suite ,..oo 
Sacramento, CA 9S81+·2900 

June 19, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblymember Thomson: 

N0.358 P. l/1 

r-;- ' ;: -:- - ,c 
" I . 

,-- -- - CiMV DIIVIS, GOVEA 

l' .i 2u ... · · .. 
I . • l- . .. · 

r I r" A I - 1 ' r'" r- n "", • jl' 
..(, ,._ '- 1 \_. 1 I 

- -------- --- _j 

RE: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act 

The California Commission on the Status of Women requests your "aye" vote on SB 
1301 . This me.asure would enact a constitutionally-sound reproductive rights law 
ensuring that a Californian's right to privacy and the decision to choose a safe and legal 
abortion are protected, now and in the future. 

SB 1301 would increase access to early, non-surgical methods of al:lortion such as 
mifepristone (RU-486) by allowing healthcare providers, within their particular scope of 
practice, to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 
Further, SB 1301 would delete the unconstitutional and unenforceable provisions of 
existing state law that create confusion and inconsistency with regard to abortion. 

Women's access to health care, including reproductive health care, has been a long-
standing priority for the Commission. The Reproductive· Privacy Act is critical to the 
preservation of a Caltfomia woman's constitutional right to make decisions regarding her 
reproductive health. 881301 would protect her fundamental right to privacy and ensure 
access to a safe and legal abortion. 

For these reasons, we ask that you vote 11aye" on SB 1301. If we can be of assistance 
to you, please contact our Executive Director, Mary Wiberg, or our Legislative 
Coordinator, Vicki Atwood, at 916-445-3173. 

Elmy Bermejo 
Chairperson · 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Assembly Health Committee 

(916) 44S-317l • (916) 3:U"9+66 fax • . • www.women,q ,gov 
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ACO<;;; District IX 2 • _=_j. ") 
1401 Suite 370 

1 

Sacramento( CA 95814 . 
.. · rrv· r.; 1lT"":"=E J 

FAX: ·-..:::_:_ ----· 
email: district9®acog.org 

THE AMERICAN COLLEGE OF OBSTETRICIANS AND GYNECOLOGISTS 
DISTRICT IX 

June 19,2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Thomson: 

WOMEN'S HEALTH CARE PHYSICIANS 

RE: Senate Billl301 (Kuehl) 
ACOG-IX Position: SUPPORT 

The American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX representing more than 
4300 practicing California physicians, is pleased to support your Senate Bill 1301. This bill is 
scheduled to be heard in the Assembly Health Committee on June 25lh. 

SB 1301 will repeal provisions of California's Therapeutic Abortion Act which have been found 
unconstitutional by the courts and replace them with a clear statement regarding a woman's right 
to choose. This measure also clarifies the role of healthcare professionals in the provision of 
abortion services. 

ACOG, District IX believes that termination of a pregnancy before viability is a medical matter 
between a woman and her physician. We support access to care for all individuals, irrespective of 
financial status, and the availability of all reproductive options. We also oppose any unnecessary 
regulations or laws which serve to limit or delay access to care, such as those provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act which are being repealed by this measure. 

For these reasons, we have taken a SUPPORT position on SB 1301 and urge your AYE vote 
when this bill comes before you in the Assembly Health Committee on June 25th. Ifl may 
provide you with additional information regarding our position on this measure, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at 415.258.9926. 

Sincerely, 

l 
Joan M. Hall, JD 
Legislative Advocate 

cc: John Gilman, MD, Consultant to Assembly Health Committee, Room 6005 

CHAJR 
Josephine L. Von Herzen, MD 
550 Wnshington Street, #725 
San Diego, CA 92103 

DISTRICT IX OFFICERS 1999-2002 
VICE CHAIR SECRETARY 

James Macer, MD Beny K. Tu, MD 
1 0 Street, #400 17922 Fitch 
Pasadena, CA 91105 Irvine, CA 92614 

TREASURER 
Jeanne Conry, M D 
8204 Way 
GranitE 
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Sllaping Tomorrow's Healtll Care 
www.caln11rsc.org 

June 19, 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
NURSES 
ASSOCIATION 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

r r, 

I · JUN 2 I 2G02 !;, 1 I L I ••. 
Ll ____ __ _; 

L! r: c . -.-· . : c r -. -· - -• • . ..,. J • -- :_• 

RE: SB 1301 (Kuehl)- SUPPORT 
HEARING: Assembly Health Committee- 6/25 

Dear Assemblymember Thomson: 

The California Nurses Association supports Senate Bill 1301, by Senator Kuehl, which 
will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights law that protects 
privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, protects 
women by ensuring reproductive health care services are performed in the safest manner 
possible while eliminating the stigma the law has historically placed on the option of 
abortion services. 

SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse 
practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical 
abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make decisions 
regarding their own reproductive health. 

We urge your "Aye" vote on SB 1301. 

Sincerely, 

8LY>YWCo/ 
Vicki Bermudez, RN 
Regulatory Policy Specialist 

Cc: Members, Assembly Health Committee 
Consultant 

0 CNA OAKLAND 
II EADOUARTERS 
2000 Franklin St. Ste 300 

CA 94612 
(510) 273-2200 
Fax: (510) 663-1625 

Senator Sheila Kuehl 

0 CNA SACRAMENTO 
1107 9'1' Street, Ste 900 

CA 95814 
(916) 446·5021 
Fax: (916) 446-6319 

0 CNA SAN JOSE 
101 Race Street 
San Jose. CA 95 126 
(408) 920·0290 
Fax: (408) 920·0362 

D CNAFRESNO 
125 E. Barstow, Ste 112 
Fresno. CA 93710 
(559) 248- 1948 
Fax: (559) 248·1940 

0 CNA SANTA MONICA 
425 West Stc Ill 
G lendale, CA 91204 
(818) 240-1900 
Fax: (818) 240-8336 

0 CNA SAN DIEGO 
3160 Camino del Rio South 
San Diego. CA 921 08 
(619) 5 
F..x: (6 
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9-{ispanics for Lift and !J{uman !l(igfits ! r·.l JUN 2 I km 
!Hisparzos a favor,{£ fa '])uta y tDt:reCfr.os %mra.rros 1 : _ -

JWie 21, 2002 . Dedicated to the pre. servatikh! 1 
Dedicados a conserver nuestra herencla cultural 7._ 

RE: SB 1301- A racial genocide cover-up. 

Dear Member of the Assembly Health Committee: 

On behalf of Hispanics For I.-ife, I am asking for your "NO" vote on SB 130 J • This bill 
would eliminate an existing. albeit seldomly enforced, requirement for the reporting of 
abortions for demographic purposes. 

As it is, we do not have sufficient statistical reporting of abortions. Passing this bill will 
see to it that almost no quantitative data will exist to substantiate what we know is 
happening. Hispanic and black women are being deceptively used to bring Medi-Cal 
money into abortionists' pockets and racists are all too happy to make it happen. 

The few statistics that exist, mostly from state Department of Health repons on Medi-Cal 
payments for abortions, are revealing. While blacks comprise 7% of California population, 
they account for J 5% of Medi-Cal abortions. Hjspanics account for 30%, just about at 
their 32% population level. But 20% of abortion claims do not report the woman's race. 
Who is to say that Hispanics don't account for SO% of CaHfomia abortions? SB 1301 
would permanently hide such information. 

We have done our own studies on abortion in the Hispanic community, and we can only 
conclude that Hispanics ARE being exploited. While non-Hispanic Americans rarely see 
abortion advertisements in English language media, .Hispanics are bombarded with 
message after message that abortion is O.K. Spanish TV continuously show abortion 
clinic commercials during family hours, Spanish radio plays abortion commercials all day 
long, while Spanish magazines and newspapers run ads targeting poor women and even 
offer them discounts and coupons. 

The majority of abortion clinics are located in Hispanic and African-American 
neighborhoods. If in doubt, just check the yellow-pages of a metropolitan phonebook. 
Hispanic women are told not to worry about cost, that Medi-Cal will pay for their 
abortion. How many other kinds of elective surgical procedures does Medi-Cal pay for? I 
can find none. We call this racial genocide! 

Please vote "NO., on SB 1301. 

Sincerely, 

President, Hispanics for Life and Human Rights 

P.O. Box 9086 • Torrance, CA 90508 

06 /21/2002 FRI 14: 05 [TX/ RX NO 9 
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NATIONAL 
CIAGANIZADQ.!\1 

J;"OA\NOMc.N 

JW1e 20, 2002 

The Honorable Helen Thomson, Chair 
Assembly Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 1301 (Kuehl)- SUPPORT 

Dear Assemblymember Thomson: 

The California National Organization for Women (NOW) is proud to co-sponsor SB 
1301 (Kuehl), The Reproductive Privacy Act. SB 1301 would ensure California women's 
access to safe and legal abortion. 

SB 1301 would increase access to safe and early non-surgical abortion methods by 
allowing qualified health practitioners, such as physician's assistants and nurse 
practitioners, to provide mifepristone (RU 486) Wlder physician supervision. SB 1301 
would also delete obsolete provisions in current law that have been found to be 
unconstitutional and unenforceable by the courts and would establish a contemporary 
reproductive rights law that protects a woman's legal right to choose an abortion. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act would ensure that women in California have the freedom 
to exercise their constitutional right to make decisions regarding their own reproductive 
health. Please vote AYE on this very important measure when it is heard in the Assembly 
Health Committee. 

Elizabeth McGovern 
Legislative Director 

Est. 1972 with 80,000 mmzbers a11d donors, and chapters throughout the state 
Megan Seely •!- Grieco -:• Eliz.abeth McGovern Lcghlalive Director -:• Elena Pern Program Di····· · 

Rosemary DaS1Iva '•' Mandy Benson Field Director .; Nikki Ragsac Executive Assistant 
Rachel Allen Public Relations Director •!- Iris Caplan Devclopmem Director 
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Chair Helen Thomson and Members 
Assembly Health Committee 
Stale Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dcnr Chair Thomson and Members: 

Re: SB 1301 -Support 

The ACLU supports SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, which replaces the antiquated, 
and unconslitutional provisions of the Thorapoulic Abortion Act of 1967. In addition, SB 

1301 provides women with greater access to early non-surgical abortions by. allowing mid level 
practitioners. pursuant to their current scope ofpraeticc to provide mifcptistone (RU-486) under 
physician supervision. Finally, SB 1301 makes California's abortion law consistent with the 
principles established by tho United Supreme Court's 1973 Roc v. Wade decision, in which the 
UnHcd States Supreme Court rccogni:ted that the Tight to privacy protected a woman's tight to 
ch<l<)SC <ln abortion. · 

Unconstitutional )>rovisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act Should be Repealed 

Tn 1967, Governor Reagan signed the Therapeutic Abortion Act.[1] Health & Sa(cty Code 
Sections now codified at Health & Safely Code Sections 123400-123450, As 
wrillcn, lhc Act established restrictive eligibility criteria for abonions, [2] stringent proccdu.ros 
for authorizing abortion, [3) requirements that abortions occur in accredited hospitals, 
rcquircmcuts that only doctors perform abortions, and an absolute ban on abortion past the 20th 
week of pregnancy, Abortions unauthorized by the Act were felonies. People who perfonned 
nbortions, women who obtainctl them, and people who assisted women in tem1inating 
pl'cgnancics. were subject to incarccralion. Penal Code Sections 274-276. 

' 

In November 1972, the Califomia Supreme Court struck down the 1967 Act's eligibility criteria 
and nuthorization proccuures. People v. Barksdale, 8 Cal. 3d 320 (1972). Essentially. B.arksdnlc 

ted aborlion on rcgucst, but rctainetl the Act's limits on who could perform abortions, where 
they took place, and limits on late abortions. 

Three months later, the United States Court issued its landmark 1973 decisions 
rccogni7.ing nbortion as a conslitutional right. Those opinions made it clear that two of 
California's remaining restrictions on abortion-the .20-week limitation (Roe v, Wade, 410 U.S. 
113 (1973)) and the ho$pilalization requirement (Doe v. ·Bolton, 410 U.S. 179 (1973))--were 
unconsti tutionat. 
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Dcspile all thcso constitutionnl decisions, the California Legislature has never repealed any 
portio!\ of the 1967 Act. Tho entire Act remains on the books. The Legislature has, over the 
years, passed new laws relating to abortion, which arc codified with the Act. Some of those arc 
inconsistent with t>rovisions of the 1967 Act. [4] 

Ln!it year, the Legislature rcpcolcd the Penal Code provisions that make abortion a felony. (5] At 
the snme tirnc, the Legislature amended the Business & Professions Code to define as 
unprofessional condtlcl ubortions perfom1ed or assisted by people acti11g outside the scope of 
valid licenses. This provision is also inconsistent with the Act's doctor-only restriction. 
Business & Professions Code Section 2253(b). 

SB I 301 repeals those sections of the 1bcrapeutic Abortion Act, that have been found 
tmconstitutional, and rcploccs it with a law that reflects constitutional principles. 

Current California J,aw Addressed by the Reproductive Privacy Act 

Cnlifomia law now hos two major restrictions on abortion: tho limit and the ban on 
post-20 week abortions. It is not clear whether either restriction is vaJiU, because of conflicts 
between the 1967 Act and subsequent laws, constitutional problems, and arguably incorrect 
enforcement opinions from anti·choicc Attorneys General. 

l . Midlcvcl Practitioners Should be Able to Perform Non·Surgical Abortions When They Are 
Within Their Scopes of Practice 

Cnli tornia statute says that only doctors may ''perform, aid or assist or attempt" abortion. 
(HeAlth & Sc1fcty Code Section 123405.) The law is not enforced as strictly and expansively as 
wriUcn; clinicians such as nurses assist with abortions. Moreover, the law cannot be reconciled, 
either with other sections of the abortion statute [6] or with California's laws governing other 
advanced practice clinicians. However, an Attorney General opinion by Dan Ltmgrcn says that 
the doctor-only Jaw trumps all other inconsistent laws, and applies both to surgical and to 
medical abortions. 74 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 101 (1991). TI1is restriction made sense in 1967, 
when doctor's were the only licensed professionals skilled in surgery, then the only procedure for 
terminating a pregnancy. However, changes in medicine and tcclmology have rendered this 
restriction obsolete, inconsistent with laws governing all olher health care, and unnecessary to 
cnsuto patient safety. With the licensing of advanced prnctice clinicians, such as physicians' 
:tssisumts, certified and nurse practitioners, Catifomia women should have 
expanded access to CCJrJy. nonsurgical abortions delivered by qualified clinicians. 

SB 1301 clarifies thnt mid level practitioners- nurse practitioners, nurse midwives, and physician 
assistants --ncting wilhin their scopes of practice may perform or assist in performing 
nonsurgical abortions, including providing mifcpristone (RU-486), an early method of abortion. 
Aborlion shoulcl not be treated differently from any other medical procedure. If a midlcvcl 
practitioner hns the anthority to administer mcdicntiotl under his or her scope of practice then he 
or should he able to do ::;o in the abortion context. ' 
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2. California's Standard on the Right to Choose an Abortion Should Confonn with Roc v. 
Wade 

The Califomia statute says that no abortion past the 20th week of pregnancy is legal. (Health & 
Safely Code Section 123410,) However, this provision is unconstitutional as written. United 
Stnles Supremo Court decisions ostahlish that the California law is unconstitutional, for throe 
rcnsons. 

First, the state may noL han ahorlions before fetal viability. Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973); 
Doe v. /1oft on, 410 U.S. 179 (1973). Second, the state may not define fetal viability according to 
gestational ago, bul must allow for an individualized dctcm1inatton by the attending physician. 
Planned Parenthood o,[Ce11tral Missouri v. Danforth, 428 U.S. 52 (1 976); Colautti vFranklln, 
439 U.S. 379 (1979). Thinl, oven afler viability, the state may not force a woman to cany a 
pregmmcy to tcnn that jeopardizes her 1i fe or health. Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973); Doa v. 
Bolton, 410 U.S. 179 (1973). 

Howcvt'T, an Attorney General opinion hy George Deukmejian says that tho law maybe 
enforced if interpreted to ban only abo1tions of viable fetuses with no life or health factors 
justifying the termination. 65 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 261 (1982). We believe that the law is entirely 
void aml unenforceable, and thnt, no time limit therefore currently exists on abortion in 
California. Two trial courls have agreed. [7] 

The Reproductive Privacy Act impoJts the standards estah]ished by Roe v. Wade providing that 
"the state may nol dc11y or inlerfere with a woman's r ight to choose or obtain an abortion prior to 
viability of the fetus, or when the abot1ion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the 
womnn." SD 1301 confirms Califomia's commitment to the rights set forth in the Supreme 
Court's history ruling. 

With the composition of the Snprcme Court likely to change sootl, Californians, now more th::m 
ever, need to protect their right to reproductive privacy. 

Jfyou or your slaffwould like to discuss our commcnls, please callllS, 

Sillccrcly, 

{,-J;-/ttu 
Lcgislativo Director 

VALERlE SMALL NAVARRO 
Legislative Advocate 

cc: Hon. Shicla Kuehl and Consultant, Assembly Health Committee 

(1] The Therapeutic Abortion Acl replaced California's old 1 &SO criminal abortion law, which 
permitted nborlion only to save the life ofthe pregnant woman. Two years later, in a criminal 
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prosecution of a doctor nrising out of tho olcl criminal law, the Califomia Supreme Court ruled 
tho old Jaw unconstitutional. People v, Be/ou.s, 71 Cal. 2d 954 (1969). 

[2] Abortions were permitted only where lhe pregnancy seriously jeopardi:r.ed a woman's 
physical or mental heal Lh or where the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, which had been 
promptly reported to lnw enforcement authorities. 

[3] The Act required committees to approve each nbortion. 

[4] For cxDmplc, the laws on who can perform or assist in pcrfonning abortions emmet bo 
reconciled. Sec discussion below. 

[5] SB 370 (2000)-Burton. 

[6) The limitation is inconsistent with Hcallh & Safely Code Section 123420, granling tho right 
to r<:>fusc to "directly parlicipatc" in abortion to ••a physician, a registered nurse, a. licensed 

nurse, or any other person employed or with staff privileges at a hospital, facility or 
clinic,•• Tn addition, Business and Professions Code Section 2253(b) discipline against 

practitioners who 11pcrfonn or assist11 in perfonning abortions; authorized 
practitioners arc dclined to include any person with 11a valid, unrevoked, and unsuspendcd 
license to practice as a physician ami surgcon .. . or ... a certificate obtained in accordance with 
some other provision of1aw that authorizes him or her to perform or assist in performing a 
!;urgical abortion." 

[7] TJ1o ACLU litcd lwo lawsuits arguing that the Attorney General could not redraft the 1967 
law, thnl the nbsoluLc ban was p]ai.nly unconstitutional and that it was up to the 
Legislature to write a new Jaw i r it wanted to do so. Calitbmia's stanttory 20-week limit is 
neither vnlid 11or enforceable. The Superior Courts, in Sacramento and Los Angeles, both agreed 
with us. Because the Attomcy General failed to appeal either decision, no binding statewide 
prcccdcnl exists. However, the trial court opinion from Los Angeles is cited in Feminist 

1-Taalllt Center v. Philobosia11, 157 Cal. App. 3d 1076, 1084 n . 3 (1982). 
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:COMMITTEE ON MORAL C 
Art Croney, Executive Director/Lobbyist 
Office: (916) 446-5131 

June 19, 2002 

Assembly Health Committee 

Please vote NO on SB 1301 (Kuehl); abortion. 

This bill would recast California's Therapeutic Abortion Act, calling it 
the Reproductive Privacy Act and bringing it in line with U.S. Supreme 
Court decisions starting with Roe v. Wade. The bill anticipates, 
prematurely we believe, the overturning of the Supreme Court's 1973 
judgment. The Committee On Moral Concerns opposes this bill for the 
following reasons: 

1. The bill finds and declares that "every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive 
decisions" (page 4, lines 26-28). We agree. However, the bill 
later conflicts with its own declaration. Biologically, the life of 
the individual human being begins at the moment of conception. The 
bill gives certain individuals (women) the right to abort and 
fatally interfere with the reproductive right of other individuals 
(their sons and daughters who are living and growing, but not yet 
born). 

2. The bill defines pregnancy as "beginning with the implantation of an 
embryo." This is politically convenient, but ungrounded in 
scientific reality. We know where babies come from. Pregnancy 
begins at conception. That is the principle on which in vitro 
fertilization works. Also, conception is the only time in our lives 
when our fathers had any contribution to our genetic 
characteristics. When an embryo fails to exit the fallopian tube 
this becomes a life-threatening ectopic pregnancy. Doctors and 
scientists who are unmotivated by politics know that pregnancy 
occurs before implantation in the uterus. 

3. The bill defines "viability" as the point when the human fetus may 
survive outside the uterus. This is another political term lacking 
real meaning. As individuals, some of us could survive outside the 
womb earlier than others, just as some of us could survive in the 
wilderness longer. Again, the bill's findings recognize 
individuals, but subsequent language clouds that recognition. 

4. The bill allows abortion any time before birth. Under section 
123468 (b) (2), aborting a viable human fetus is legal, if 
continuing the pregnancy until birth poses "no risk to the life or 
health of the pregnant woman." Since there is no such thing as an 
absolutely risk-free childbirth, under the bill, there is no such 
thing as an illegal abortion, as long as the abortionist is 
licensed. 

Art Croney 
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Chair Helen Thomson aud Members 
Assembly Health Comnlittec 
Slale Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chair Thomson and Members: 

Re: SB 1301 -Support 

The ACI...U supports SB 1301, tltc Reproductive Privacy Act, which replaces the antiquated, 
archaic and unconslitulional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1 967. In addition, SB 
1301 provides women with greater access to early abortions by allowing mid level 
practitioltcrs, pursuant to their current scope of practice to provide mifcptistone (RU-486) under 
physician supervision. Finally, SB 1301 makes California's abortion law consistent with the 
principles established by the United Supreme Court's 1973 Roe v. Wade decision, in which the 
Unilcd Slates Supreme Court recognized that the right to privacy protected a woman's right to 
choose abortion. · 

Unconstitutional l,rovisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act Should be Repealed 

ln 1967, Governor Reagan signed the Therapeutic Abm1ion Act.[1] Health & Safety Code 
Sections 25950-25954, now codified at Health & SafeLy Code Sections 123400-123450. As 
written, lhc Act established restrictive eligibility criteria for abonions, [2] stringent procedu.rcs 
for authori:t.ing abortion, [3) l'cquircmcnts that abortions occur in accredited hospitals, 
rcquirc.ruculs that only doctors perform abortions, and an absolute ban on abortion past the 20th 
week of pregnancy. Abortions unauthorized by the Act were felonies. People who perfonued 
nb01tions, women who obtained them, and people who assisted women in tem1inating 
prcgmmcics, were subject to incarceration. Penal Code Sections 274-276. 

In November 1972, the California Supreme Court struck down the 1967 Act's eligibility criteria 
and authorization procedures. People v. Barlcsdale, 8 Cal. 3d 320 (1972). Essentially. aarksdalc 
created aborlion on request, but retained the Act's limits on who could perform abortions, where 
they took place, and limits on late abortions. 

Three monlhs later, the United States Court issued its landmark 1973 decisions 
recognizing abortion as a conslitutional right. Those opinions made it clear tllat two of 
California's remaining restrictions on abortion-the .20-week limitation (Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 
113 (1973)) and the hospitalization requirement (Doe v. ·Bolton, 410 U.S. 179 (1973})-were 
unconstitutional. 

c 
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Despite all these constitutional decisions, the California Legislature has never repealed any 
portion of the 1967 Act. The entire Act remains on the books. The Legislature has, over the 
years, passed new laws relating to abortion, which arc codified with the Act. Some of those arc 
inconsistent with provisions ofthc 1967 Act. [4] 

Ln!>l year, the Legislature repealed tho Penal Code provisions that make aborlion a felony. [5] At 
the same time, the Legislature amended the Business & Professions Code to define as 
unprofessional conduct abo1tions performed or assisted by people acting outside the scope of 
valid licenses. This provision is also inconsistent with the Act's doctor-only restriction. 
Busillcss & Professions Code Section 2253(b). 

SB 130 l t·cpcals those sections of the 111crapcutic Abortion Act, that have been found 
unconstitutional, and replaces it with a law that reflects constitutional principles. 

Cu rrcnt Califomia l ,aw Addressed by the Reproductive Privacy Act 

Cnlifomia lnw now ha'i two major restrictions on abortion: tho limit and the ban on 
post-20 abortions. It is not clear whether either restdcth>n is valid, because of conflicts 
between the 1967 Act and subsequent laws, constitutional problems, and arguably incorrect 
enforcement opinions from anti-choice Attorneys General. 

I . Midlcvcl Pmctitioncrs Should be Able to Perfonn Non·Surgical Abortions When They Are 
Within Their Scopes ofPrncticc 

Cali tbrnia statute says that only doctors may "perform, aid or assist or attempt" abortion. 
(Health & Slifcty Code Section 123405.) The law is not enforced as stl'ictly and expansively as 
writlcn; clinicians such as nurses assist with abortions. Moreover, the law cannot be reconciled, 
either wjth other sections of the abortion statute [6] or with California's laws governing other 
advanced practice clinicians. However, an Attorney General opinion by Dan Ltmgren says that 
the doctor-only Jaw trumps all other inconsistent Jaws, and applies both to surgical and to 
medical abortions. 74 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 101 (1991 ). TI1ls restriction made sense in 1967, 
when doctors were the only Hccnscd professionals skilled in surgery, then the only procedure for 
tcnninnting a prcgn:mcy. However, changes in medicine and teclmology have rendered this 
restriction obsolete, inconsistent with laws goveming all other health care, and unnecessary to 
cnsuro pnticnt safety. With the licensing of advanced ptncticc clinicians, such as physicians' 
assisumts, certified nurse-midwives and nurse practitioners, Califomia women should have 
expanded access to early, nonsurgical abortions delivered by qualified clinicians. 

SH DOl clarifies thnl mid level practitioners- nurse practitioners, nurse midwives, and physician 
a!\sislnnts- ncting within their scopes of practice may perform or assist in performing 
nonsurgical nbortions, including providing mifcpristone (RU-486), an early method of abortion. 
Aborlion should not be treated differently from any other medical procedure. If a midlevel 
practit ioncr has the authority to administer medication under his or h<.:r scope of practice then he 
or .she should be ahle to do so in the abortion context. ' 
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2. California's Standard on the Right to Choose a.t1 Abortion Should Confonn with Roc v. 
Wade 

TJ1c Califomia statute says that no abortion past the 20th week of pregnancy is legaL (Health & 
Safety Code Section 123410.) th1s provision is unconstitutional as written. United 
Slnlcs Supreme Court decisions establish that the California law is unconstitutional, for three 
rcnsons. 

First, the state may nol ban aborlions before fetal viability. Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973); 
Doe v. llolton, 410 U.S. 179 (1973). Second, the state may not define fetal viability according lo 
gestational ago, bulmust allow for an individualized determination by the attending physiclM. 
PLatl/ledPMenlhood ofC,mtral Missouri v. Danforth, 428 U.S. 52 (1976); Colautti vFranklin, 
439 U.S. 379 (1979). Thinl, even afler viability, the state may not force a woman to carry a 
pregnancy to tcm1 that jeopardizes her life or hcal1h. Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S, 113 (1973); Doa v. 
Bolton, 410 U.S. 179 (1973). 

However, an A1tomcy General opinion by George Deukmejian says that tho law maybe 
enforced if interpreted to ban only ab01tions of viable fetuses with no life or health factors 
justifying the termination. 65 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 261 (1982). We believe lhat the law is entirely 
void and Ullenforceable, and tl1nt, no tirrtc limit therefore cu11'ently exists on abortion in 
California. Two trial courts have agreed. (7] 

The Rcproducti.ve Privacy Act impoJts the standards established by Roe v. Wade providing that 
''the state may noL dc11y or interfere with a woman's right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to 
vinbility of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the 
womnn." SD 1301 confirms Califomia's commitment to the rights set forth in the Supreme 
CourL's history ruling. 

Wilh the composition of the Supreme Court likely to change soon, Californians, now more than 
ever, need to protect their right to reproductive privacy. 

lfyou OJ' your starr would like to discuss our comments, please call us. 

Sincerely, 

C-;:d;.u 
Lcgislativu Director 

VALERlE SMALL NAVARRO 
Legislative Advocate 

cc: Hon. Shiel a Kuehl and Consultant, Assembly Health Committee 

(1] The Therapeutic Abortion Acl replaced California's old 1850 criminal abortion law, which 
permitted abortion only to save the life of the pregnant woman. Two years later, in a criminal 
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prosccut ion of a doctor arising out of tho old criminal Jaw, the Cali fomia Supreme Court ru ted 
the old law unconstitutional. People v. 71 Cal. 2d 954 (1969). 

[2] Abortions wcro permitted onlywhcro lhe pregnancy seriously jeopardi:t.ed a woman's 
physical or mental health or where the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, which had been 
promptly reported to lnw enforcement autht)rities. 

[3] The Act required committees to approve each abortion. 

( 4] For cxumplc, the Jaws 011 who can perform or assist in pcrf'Onning abortions cannot be 
reconciled. Sec discussion below. 

[5J SB 370 (2000)-Burlon. 

(6] The limitation is inconsistent with Health & Safety Code Section 123420, granting the right 
to rcft1sc to "directly po.rlicipntc" in ab01tion to ''a physician, a registered nursc7 a licensed 
voeational nurse, or any other person employed or with staff privileges at a hospital, facility or 
clinic," Tn addition, Business and Professions Code Section 2253(b) authorir.es discipline against 
unticcnsccl prl"tctitioncrs who 11pcrfonn or assist" in performing abortions; authorized 
practitioners are defined to .Utclude any person with "a valid, unrevoked, and unsuspendcd 
license to practice as a physician and surgcon ... or ... a certificate obtained in with 
some other provision oflaw that authorizes him or her to perform or assist in performing a 
surgical aho1tion." 

[7] 'fhe ACLU .ntcd two lawsuits arguing that the Attorney General could not redraft the 1967 
Jaw, thnl the nbsoluto 20-wcck ban was plainly unconstitutional and that it was up to the 
Legislature to write a new Jaw if it wanted to do so. CalHomia's statutory 20·week limit is 
neither vfllid nor cnforccahle. The Supcdor Comts, in Sacramento and Los Angeles, both agreed 
with us. Because the Attorney General failed to appeal either decision, no binding statewide 
prcccdcnl exists. liowewr, the trial courl opinion fTOm Los Angeles is ci1ed in Feminist 

Health Center v. Philobosian, 157 Cal. App. 3d 1076, 1084 n. 3 (1982), 
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May-17-DZ OZ:O&am From-, ,ww ...., .... 
Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

Association of University Women, California -American Civil Uberties Union -
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 

':?.eprorluctfve Rights Ai::tio'! Lei!gue-: California fanyily Health Council- CaJitornla 
v1edical Association - Ca/fforma Nat1onal Orgam?at1on far Women - California NuJSes 

- Hadassah -League of Women Votei'S' of Cal/fomia -Planned Parenthood 
of Calffomia - Califomia Commission on the Status of Women -

lear Friends and Partners: 

IVfth the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
v- Wade decision [n peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 

:onstitutionally guaranteed right of reproduefiva choice. That7s why we ask that 
fOUr organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Ac;t, a 
:onternporary abortion Jaw for California that replaces the antiquated and 
.mconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

rhe btll accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provido women 
Jreater access to early non·surglcal abortions. to remove unnecessary 
·estrictfons on abortion to delate unconstitutional provisions of the 
fherapautlc Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v, 
Wade, 

tis imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
:.rivacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
=-rivac:y Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
Nould pcgtect privacy rjghts, now and in the future4 By treating abortion 
:onsistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
·eproductive health care while eUminat1ng the stigma the law has historically 
:Jiaced on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
;up port of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

'(es7 please add our name to the list of supporters_ sa 1301 is needed this year! 
.Please fax this farm to PPAC at (916} 44A-0632 and/or call us at 916-446·5247. 

:Jrganization: tfo &oite ,l'oQ.Ii+im fJar'A 
Contact Name: (r1;1 'PI.Acr1 c = 
fuldress: l [o q I J}L QQ4 

SOut\ C 
Phone/Fax: tJ () 8 - RP(Q__ 
E-M au: QD I . C.o 
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May-17-02 02:06am from-
rrutr 

Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Sheila Kuehl; •. 
rerican Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
rerican College of Obsteiricians and Gynecologists IXJ -California Abortion & 
produr;tive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
dical Association - Californla National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
sociation- Hadassah- League of Women Voters of California .... Planned Parenthood 
il/ates of Calffornia- California Commission on the Status of Women-

W th tho United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
R e v. Wade decision in peril, it1S more important than ever we protect our 

nstitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
ur organization jQin us in supporting ths Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
ntemporary abortion Jaw for California that replaces the and 

u constitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 19S7. 

e bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
ater access to early non-surgical to remove unnecessary 

;trictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
erapeutlc Abgrtion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
de. 

s imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
p vacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
P ivacy Ac::t wHl ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 

ld protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
nsistentry with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 

health care while eliminating the stigma the Jaw has h istorically 
ced on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 

s pport of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

5, please add cur name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is · 
:1ase fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441· 0632 anrJ/or call CJs at 916 .. t:46·5247. 

-rkJ/( 
a ganizatian: ·Q.AJ,J.j\), Dtf\ocJ<flc1CC.I/tc_1l1Jl;S:ftfJoP\ E.!fJ NrJW 

c___ft;ZFJ L-
{J. 0, f3o X 66 It/ 
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FROM : WOMENS HEALTH COLLABORATIVE PHONE NO. 5104520075 24 2002 10:11RM Pl 
09:0S ..... 

Co-Sponsors and of SB 1301 by Senator Kuehl: 
American Association of Uni\/ersitv Women, California - American Civil LJberries Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, ... Califomia Abortion & 
Reproductive RiGht$ Action Leag11e - California Family Health Councii - California 
Medical Association- California National Organization for Woman- California Nurses 
Association - Hadsssah -League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
AffJI/stes of California - Cs/ifomia Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear F=riands and Partners: 

With the Unked States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and ·thlil 
Roe v. Wade decision in perU, it's more im-portant than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of ritproductive choice. That's why we a'ik that 
your organllation join U!i in supporUna the Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law California that replaces th• antiquat•d and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1987. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater acce5s to early non-aurgic21labortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortlon procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is Imperative that Callfornie clarifies in the lew precisely whet reproductive 
p rivacy rights the women and men ofthis great state enjoy. The Reproductiv• 
f:Jrlvacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionelly firm abortion law thet 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
rsproductlve health care whllo olltnlnatlng the stigma the law has hi£torically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and IndiVIdual 

Yes, ploase add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is neftd.d this year! 
Please fax thhi form to PPAC at (916) 441·0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organizatton : 6 
Contact Name: 'R:er\ezhtt.., vU fhLn VJ 
Addreaa: {q_(p3 {3-M 5TY{e;[. 2nf{pt{) 

0 a.tc..J a not Cit [:to't z. 
Phone/F8X: ( SLD) t1 s ;).- ro 3 
e-Mai l: Rl(lflav1in e w!-1=:: Milt-{>. og 
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1..UI'II' IUI'1.1.1..Hr<:t.. Mt..HL I n 

Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American AssociaUon of University WomenJ California - Civ;J Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California F;;mily Health Council - California 
Medical Association - Califomia National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Aff/Jlates of Californ ia - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more Im-portant than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion Jaw for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bUI accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is Imperative that California clarifies in th• law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this graat enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion Jaw that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abgrt(on 
consistently with ether medical procedure$, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while elimlnatrng the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice, 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 15 neadtd this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916·446·5247. 

Organization: Co!')' W"C. 
Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 
r I 

r<..P. !1Jf vi ,.,..e@ UA"'C- c{ t'-n ic-s, W1 
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Co-SponsoT$ ilnd Supporter.s of SB 1301 by Senator Shell• Kuehl: 
American of University Women, California - Amorican Civil Llbsrties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - Ca/"omia Abortlo_n & . 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - Csllforma 
Medical Association - Caftfomia National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the Unlted Supreme Court polaed to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision In peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Ac;t, a 
c:ontemporary abortion law for that replaces the antiquated •nd 
unconstitutional provision& of the Tl')erapeutlc Abortion Ac;t of 1i87. 

The bill accompli•h•s fou,- primary objoctlvea for Californlane: to provide wom•n 
greater access to early non-surgical abortlona, to ramove unnecesvary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights evtabllshed by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is imporatlve that California clarifies In the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men ofthls groat atate enjoy. The ReproductJve 
Privacy Act will ensure that California hu a constitutionally flrm abortion Jaw that 
would proteet privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
conalatently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing It with a declaration In 
support of the cons1ltutfonal right to privacy and individual choico • 

..._. ·- - _ .... - - ....... - - - - - ...... - - ...... - - - - - - liP ....., - ._ .. - -·- . . .. 

Yes, please 11dd our.name to tha list of supporters. SB 1301 ia needed this year! 
Please r.x this form to PPAC at (916) 441..0632 and/or call ua at 911-441·5247. 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/fax: 
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Mar- IZ-Z DDZ 

.. 
1\.. •• • 

.. 

SJI130J (KueiJD 

Dear FrieMs Md 

W® me Uniled Supreme Coun poised to dwsgc its AAd Jhe Roe v. 
Wlltk decision in peril. il"$ man: impoJ1MI we proJeCt ®r 

rigbf ot reproductiYe cbojce. That's wby we ask tlw )'QW 
us m SQPponlPg the ie.productive Pm1scY abPJ"Uonlaw fOr 

and 
Aboniosl Act of !967. 

The bill olljeaives lOr JC proVide 
10 early w on abomon 

w deJele of 1\bon.iou 
reaffirm privaey ri8Jns established by Roe v. w•. 
ll is U. Jhe lftw 
ri8tus WOJqell and men state eqjoy. 'ne Acl will 
emure th.al CalifonUii las A woq1d pro teet privacy m me fiuufe. sa 1301 will ensure whiJe elimjQaripg me qma tbc Jaw bas pJace4 Oil the OphoQ Jq)laojpg il 

declaratio11 oftbe risbf cbpice. 

Yes, please add otU name lO lcnef. SB UOl mis 
'bia fona mu:k ro .PP 4C at (916) 44l...o632 aadlor e.altiac as •t 9lfi· 

... 

e.'r 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Assoc,ation of University Women, California - American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetrictans and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproa4ctive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - Califom1a 
Medical Association - Caltfornia National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association- Hadassah -League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Aff1lla tes of California - California Commtss1on on tne Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic APortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access ta early non·surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion Jaw that 
would protect pri"acy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, sa 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the Jaw has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 

Organization: Li:Q "'t);"&-- EJ. 
Contact Name: 1fA YY\a rtttJ, 

Address: 

C{ OQ) "l 
Phone/Fax: 
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r . u 11 u 1 "" 

Mar-zr-oz 03:5tipm 
t • •• r . .. ,,v, r•n1 

Co·Sponson 1nd SuJjponera at SCI 1ltn by Sen•tor $haila ICu•hl: 
Amencan Auociat,on of Wometn. CaiiYPmta- Amaric:an c,.,;ltiben•a IJnion-
American Pf '*nd IX. - Ca/.romt& ADOfTIDtJ & 
R•proawcrn1e ._eili"'• ... Cilt,rorntq Filfflllj HOIItn Co..,ncil - CaMorn•• 
Mea/c&J AssacltHion- C&ltfornia Nationot organllal,on ror women- California N11fSit! 

- - Leagua of Women vo:ors of Callfomra - PJannea PrutnUJOOd 
o1 Callforn,a - Calirornll Comm,s$ion on rne of woman -

Pear Prlonll• and Pannert: 
With the U,i,tcl &Catel Court tA ehang• lt1 eompo•itlon and lhe 
Roe v. Wade ciecltlon in peril. u·, mora impon1nl thin aver we prococl our 
eonaJitL'tion•IIY right af ,.pto«tue'l"• That'5 whv we ••k that 
your organlaadon Join u• In aupponlng1he R.tprad&.ecliv• Priv•cv • 
conuampararv ebonlan law far eaUfor"la that replace• the a"tfqwetad anll 

provi•iona oflhe AGt of 1917. 

T"• bill •ll!ctampll•h•• four primary objective• far Callfornhan•: ,,. provide wcu"•" 
areat•r all!caas ta non ... ebot1ionw. 10 remove unnaote$•ry 

on •bc:anton to cat)OtC praYJilGnl of th• 
Abonlcn Act to reaffirm prlvacv rteM• Ml•taliatuut Roe"· 

Wa"•· 
tc I• lmpara1ivo that Cllttfarnia clartfiea In th• lew wh11 

fl&h-. \he women and men af thl• sraa' .,.,, Tho 
Privacv An will on•vre thai Cantornlo hat • J:on•llhillonaltr firm l•w 1t111 
wowta rlghl8, nGW •"" In th•fw"ue. lr•aling o&nu1lon 

WIJh G1htr mld)CII proce"Ufll, &P 130, will enturt tn• Of 
healtn whll• atimln•llna the ttltwm• lhe ••• nltJortc;•llY 

pieced un th• opUgn of werwlwwl, rGpleclng i1 with 1 Cltc;tenUlQn in 
gf 1h• con•tllutlonal right lO prhfiiCV lOG itU&iVIIIUII GIUUGI-

Yoi, pte••• •saca our name to th• h•t ot aupport.... . s• 11 n•acaeca thl• r•ar! 
1'11118 fiX thll lc:arm to •t (81iJ lnrVor G•ll US If IUCJe441..,241. 

'hone/fa:a: 

I ·Mell: 

Mir-27-DZ 

cJcs-r H(}UvfvJ¥20 llinm(! 
cJ,4-Jt'&atS- f/c£ {£so. 
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6-t ·· 
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Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists fX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah -League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproducti've choice. Thafs why we ask that 
your join us in the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of_ 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non.surglcal abortions, to remove unnecessary. 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. · 
Wade. 

It Is Imperative that California clarifies In the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

- - - -- ·-- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- - -.._ -_. --- ---. - -Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441·0632 and/or call us at 916·446·5247.· 

Organization: [fLtJ2.... 

Contact Name: Aydveg 
Address: /6 1 6ceoo st-. 1 Gv-1 36 

Phone/Fax: 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decisi•on in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guc.ranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization jc>in us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional pr•ovisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to e.arly non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abol1ion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with ot:her medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the con:s;titutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

r • ' 

............ ____________ ._. ___ .. __ 
Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441·0632 and/or call us at 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

Qfanned Po.reycH tGoq Max- tv\ 
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.:> bv:t -
co-sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California - American Civil Uberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, -California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League- California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners : 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion Jaw for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians : to provide women 
greater access to early non·surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights establlshed by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. c-e. --\2:_ vJ. t-
Organization: --frD& c.nv-c..,lt < or 
Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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Co-Sponsor$ anti Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
Americon College of Obsrerricians anrJ Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rlgnrs Action League- California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California ,. Plannad Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised ta change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision In peril. irs mora important than ever we protect our 
com;titutlonally guaranteed right of raproductive choice. That's why we a&k that 

organization join us in supporting the Reproduc:tlve Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replace& the ant1quated and 
uncc:mstitutionat of the Therapeutic Abonion Act of 1967. 

The but accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early nan-surgical abortions. to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delate uncon5titutionat provi6;1on5 of the 

Abonion Act and ro reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It impor4ltive that California in the taw preci$ely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great stat a enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constltutiamiiiY fbm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating -.bortlon 
consistently witll othar medical prceeda...res, SB 1301 will ensure ths of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the litigma the law ha& hi5torlcally 
placed on the option of abortion oatvic:es, it with a declanation in 
support of the oon&titutionAI right to privacy and imUvidual choice. 

- ....... ---- ._ __ .._._- -·---- _....._........,.._ ........ - . .......-..- _... ____ .... _,_,..., ___ -
Yes. please add our name to the li&t of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed thica )'earl 
Please fax this term ro PPAC ar (916) 441-0632 andlo.- eal/ us 81fi-446-S247. 

H eaicl.4 Ck.oict.J Ut'liveriif:4of So""{kcf'rt Ca-l\ fPf'l4.iCL 

Contact Nama: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E·Mail: 

Rece tvld Uar-04-02 ll :&&al Fro.-16267935Z37 To-PPlA FlOOR Paae 02 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of Univers;ty Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association- Hadassah- League of Women Voters of California- Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril , It's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstHutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act a11d to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

HIs Imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently wHh other medical procedures, SB 1301 wlll ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice. 

Yes, ple8H add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this year! 
Pleas• fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-llail: 

Worw(l oF aonht [!ulna 
deu.fsch

1 
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Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: .· ·· 
American Association of University Women, California- American pivil Llberties .Vnion- · 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion . . 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Cou(lcil - California ·. , 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women_t California . ·· 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California 1 Planned 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Wo(nen- . . i . . .. . . :: . - -·"-

1 . • 
' : Dear Friends and Partners: I ·· ·. 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its ihe :·; 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more Important than ever we' protect our . . . .. 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductiVe choice. That'$ why we asls 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the and· :· 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of, 1967. ' 

I ' . 
. • r 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for CaJifornlans:! to provide 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove · . . 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions ·of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights by Roe ·v. · 
Wade. 1 · .: .. ·· 

It Is lmpQrative that California clarifies in the law precisely what · 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law 'that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating· abortion . : 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the Jaw has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in ;:.',. 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual chOice. · .. , · .. 

t '. 
I 

i . . . . . . . 
I :.: · ,., • . 

'j : •• 
·i: •• 

"' ..... ·.· . . : 

- .. ..... Jli·-. --- . . . . . . . y .. : -: . ..:: . ·!. • ...: : ,. -.. -. - .. - -.... - -- -- -..... -- .. .. "-...;. . .. .. . . . . . .... ,.· ; ... \ 

Yes, please a_dd our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us aj 916-446-5247. · 

Organization: · .. -' · .·: 

Contact Name: , .. 7:. 

Address: q -2.C, - :T 1 1 I\ I , 
, ( ./4:- qsg" , r; ' .·· 

Phone/Fax: 
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Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League- California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Aet and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option. of abortion services, replacing It with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or ea/1 us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: Sf1t!t'P... CM1r VJf)P'lak ttwm CwrM_ 
Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

. . . . . 
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American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Suprema Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision In peril, It's more Important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why wa ask that 
your organization join us In supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the anttquatad and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians : to provide woman 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is Imperative that California ctartfles In the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the woman and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and In tha future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing It with a declaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice. 

Vas, please add our nama to the Jist of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this yearl 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916·446-5247. 

Organization: \{ ;:;(.- Ul...=-
Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senaror Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of Universiry Women, California - American Ci11il L,betries Uflion -
American College of Obstetricians and GynecoJogiSls IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproaucrive Rignrs Action League - California Family Heanh Council - Ca/11ornia 
MeaicaJ Associalion - California National Organizarion for Women - CaJifomia Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affitiares of California - California Commission on lhe Srazus of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Suprema Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe "· Wade dec;ision in peril, irs more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive That's; why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting Ute Reproductive Privacy Act. a 
contemporary abonion law for California that th• antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill aeeomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abonions. to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abonion procedures, to dolete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights establishlld by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the Jaw precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Ac;t will ensure thar California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
eonaistent.ly with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive !health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
p•aced on th& option of abonion services. replacing it with a declaration in 
suppon at the constitutional right to privacy and individual chaice. 

----------- .. ._.. .......... ..... ---------- .... -.-.. Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this yearl 
Please m this farm ra PPAC at (916) .441-0632 and/or cau us ar 916-446-5247. 

Organization: Nlf{fonlfl.. &oveJJ.. or d"euhslf WomE/f/ 
Contact Name: tJ/,t..,L/ftm S 

Address: 

Phonelfax: 

E-Mail: 

6¥J lfh. k!!!&x /k£-
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: I 
American Association of University Women, California""' American Civil Union-
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League- California Family Health Council- Califon11a 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wads decision In peril, It's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductrva choice. That,s why we ask that 
your organization join us In supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delate unconstitutional provisions Df the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by RoE! v. 
Wade. 

It is Imperative that California clarifies In the law precisely what reproductive 
'· privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproduc'lt(ve 

Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion l.aw that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 1 

consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety' of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing It with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice. _________ __.. __________________________ .._. _________ _ 
Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441 ... 0632 and/or call us at 916·446-5247. ,

1 
/Jj 

Organization: tJAf;t)tt!iL flk&ett /iL/OtAL 
Contact Name: !l Aa LL 
Address: 

Phone/Fax: {JtJ1-9J9-;:_o/ilk) 
Kbt+Lf@ IJ·e;f E-Mail: 
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CowSponsor$ and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Shells Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, Cslifomla- American Civil Liberties Union-
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Aboroon & 
Reproductivs Rights Action League - Calllomia Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - Callfornia National Organization for Women - California Nurse$ 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition tha 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more im-portant then ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we aak that 
your orgBnlziJtion join us ln supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions ofthe Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accompliahes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures. to delete uncon&titutlonal provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rlgt'lta estabHahed by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies Jn the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men ofthla great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will enaure that CaUfornla has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and In the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, 88 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health car• while eliminating the stigma th• law ha5 historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing It with a declaration in 
support of tht constitutional right to privacy and individual choice . 
....... _.. .. ______________ .., ..... _________ _,. ________ ,_. 

Yes, please add our name to the Jist of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this yearl 
P/ea$e fax rhls form to PPAC •t (Q16) 441-0632 and/or clJ/1 us at 916 .. 446-5247. 

Organization: [ufl 7Ht 4P7E=""l A) wAY 
Contact Nam•: SA·Nl';Jf;)? S 

Addre5s: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Associarion of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abonion & 
Reproducrive Righcs Acrion League - California Family Heatch Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Assoc1ation - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Sratus of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abonion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act wilt ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

-------------- ....... -- ....... Yes, please add our name to the Jist of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) and/or call us at 916·446·5247. 

Organization: #a#ont4/ /J//,·,,.,"" e.. 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 
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County of Santa Cruz 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

701 OCEAN STREET. SUITE 500, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060..4069 

(831) 454-2200 FAX: (831) 454-3262 TOO: (831) 

JANET K. BEAUT2 
FIRST DISTRICT 

ELLEN PIRIE 
SECOND DISTRICT 

MARDI WORMHOUOT 
THIRD DISTRICT 

TONY CAMPOS 
FOURTH DISTRICT 

JEFF ALMQUIST 
FIFTH DISTRICT 

Governor Gray Davis 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

March 20, 2002 

RE: SUPPOR'l' FOR SENATE BILL 1301 

Dear Governor Davis: 

I am writing at the direction of the Sant.a Cruz County Board of 
Supervisors to convey our unanimous support for Senate Bill 1301, 
the Reproductive Privacy Act. This is a comprehensive piece of 
legislation that would replace California's outdated Therapeutic 
Abortion Act of 1967. The Bill accomplishes four primary 
objectives tor: California, including the following: 

Provides greater access to non-surgical abortion 
by allowing mid-level practitioners, pursuant 

to t:.heir current.. scope of practice, to provide RU-486 
under physician supervision . 

Clarifies the role of health care by 
updating the Business and Professions Code to reflect 
current abortion practices which permit health care 
providers acting within their existing scopes of 
practice to perform and assist in the provision of 
surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

Deletes language in current State law that has been 
found unconstitutional in either state or federal 
courts. 

Reaffirms privacy rights established by the u .s. 
Supreme Court in Roe v. Wade , which granted women a 

right to choose an abortion. 

Our Board concurs with the language in the bill that 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect 
to reproductive decisions, including (A) the fundamental right to 
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March 20, .2002 
Page 2 

choose or refuse birth control, and (B) the fundamental right to 
choose to bear a child or obtain an abortion." The heal t;.h of 
women in California is linked to access to reproduct1ve health 
care services without barriers. Accordingly, we urge your 
support for Senate Bill 1301. 

JKB:ted 
Attachment 

cc: Clerk of the Board 
Senator Sheila Kuehl 
Senator Bruce McPherson 

Sincerely, 

;3 
BEAUTZ, 

Board of Supervisors 

Assembly Speaker pro Tem Fred Keeley 
Assembly Member Simon Salinas 

Services Agency Administrator 
vfSanta Cn1z County Public Health Commission 

Santa Cruz County Women ' s Commission 
Santa Cruz County Children and Youth Commission 

30l8A6 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah -League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproducdve choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for- Califomia that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early abortions. to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures. to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionaJiy firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this yearl 
Please fax this form to PPAC at {916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446.5241 • 

. f'VJA ortal f!.auav I eJ leuASh ll:ba1/!n, fh .• Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Address: 
I 

Sax: 5"Li3 Al. f:ouJ:.fwt 1 L, 4.e =?bo36 

E-Mail: 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters ofSB 1301 bv Senator Sheila Kuehl 

American Association of University Women, California- American Civil Liberties Union -American 
College of Ohstetridans and Gynecologists IX. -California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action 
League - Califvmia Family Health Council- California Medical Association - Calffomia National 
Organization for Women- California Nurses Association- Hadassah- League of Women Voters of 
California- Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of 
Women-

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the Roe v. 
Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our constitutionally 
guaranteed right of repr<>ductive choice. That's why we ask that your organization joins 
us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a contemporary abortion law for 
California that replaces the antiquated and unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic 
Abortion Act of 1967. 

The biJl acromplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women greater 
access to early non-surgica] abortions, to remove unnecessary restrictions on abortion 
procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act and to 
reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive privacy 
rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive Privacy Act will 
ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that would protect privacy 
rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion consistently with other medica) 
procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of reproductive health care while eliminating 
the stigma the law has historically placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it 
with a declaration in support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

--------------- .. .. .._. __ _ 
Yes, please add our name to the attached letter. SB 1301 is needed this year! Please fax 
this form back to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or calling us at 916-446-5247. 

I" .... 

Organization .S"-""- b&;o Cov--rd:J 't1,o- (M;Ui 
Contact Name: 6 . )'Zov (-
Address: P 0 6 OX. /l(.).J-L{-

SCL-vt l9bt-'31:JO I [A 01 '?4oln 
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Mar-18-02 02:51pm From-PPLA MAIN FLOOR 

Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Associarion of University Women, Califomia -American Civil Libenies Union -
American College of Obstetn.cians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rignrs Action League - California Family Health Council - Califomia 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah -League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenrnood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than e\/er we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion Jaw for California that replaces the antiquated and 
LJ nconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abonion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this yearl 
Please fax this form to PPAC at {916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 
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Mar-lij·UZ MAIN r r-ol4 

Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Associat1on of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX,- Ca/Jfornia Abortion & 
ReproductJve Rights Action League ·- Californta Family Health Council - CaJiforma 
Medical Association - California Narional Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Associarion - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenrhood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women-

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril , it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organi2ation join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abonion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Contact Name: 

Address: 
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Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
Amencan College of Obstecricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - Cairfornia Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women- California Nurses 
AssociatiOn - Hadassah -League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, Ws more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion taw for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians : to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions , to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SS 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441·0632 and/or call us at 916·446-5247. 

Organization: 
rl /V/ ,.-
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila 
American Association of' University Women, California ·- American Civil Liberties Union-
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - Cslifomia National Organization for Women - Callfomla Nurses 
AssociaVon - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affll/ates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the·United States SuprC!mQ Court poised to c;hanga its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decls1on in peril, it's more im·portant than ever we protec:t our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replacos the antiquatad and' 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four prim«ny objectives for Californians! to provide women,-
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the Jaw precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the wom•n and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally flrm abortion raw that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive haalth care while eliminating the .stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice . 

........... ________ .,. __ ._, ___ .-- ___ .. ______ ., ___ ..,. __ _.. ____ . 
Yes, please add our to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAO at (916) 441·0632 and/or c:.IJ us at 918-446·5247. 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Address: 
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FROM DebraWh1tmore FAX NO. Apr. 22 2002 06:57RM Pl 

Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Aotion League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission. on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians : to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the Jaw precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medica) procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the Jaw has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

-add to supp;;-rt;;;-SB 
P/ease fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California - American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decis ion in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization j oin us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy A ct , a 
contemporary abortion law for Californ ia that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplis hes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy r ights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what rep roductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future . By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, pleas e add our name to the lis t of s upporters. 58 1301 is n eeded this year! 
Please fax this form at 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, -California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Act1on League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act. a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization; rccf,·c.., o f--
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah -League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates. of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Frie11ds and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional proyisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures;to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the Jaw precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that C"alifornia has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the Jaw has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

'Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E·Mail: 
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Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1.301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: . . 
American Association of Unlverstry Women, Califetnia -· Amerlosn. Civlf Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians an·d Gynecologists IX, - Ca/lfomia Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action LGague - California FQmily Health Counr.il- l,::iJifomia 
Medical Association - California Nationq/ Organization for Women - Cal1fomia Nurses 
Association - Hadassah- of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affil/ates of California - Cah1ornia Commission on the Status of Women -. . . 

Dear· Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask tnat 
your organization join us in suppor.ting the· Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contt!rupCirary abortion l :lW for·Califo·rnJa that the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions ofthe Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectivas for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion to do-lcto provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights .established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the Jaw precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state t;njoy. Tha Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights. now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical SB 1301 will ensure the 9afety of 
reproductive health care "-!hile eliminating the stigma the law has his.toricafly 
placed on the option or abortion service.s, replacing it with a declaration In 
support of ·the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is 'needed this year! 
Please lax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us 916-446-5247. 

Organization: Zero Population Growth of Monterey 

Royce . 
.. 

Contact Name: 

Address: 113 Van Ness Ave .. Santa Cruz CA 95060-4207 

Phone/Fax: '831.426.9309 

E-Mail: · RoyceFiDcher@pachelJ nee 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SS 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah- League of Women Voters of California- Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California -California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v . Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the ReproducUve Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

:tIs imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care whi le eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441·0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization : Of?Macv4J,c C(ub ob Sbuf-4- Cvu-z:_ 
Contact Name: [3;{ I LAC: 

Address: 5 ( t] UJw( k uf- Av...e 
kY-U:z. CA j s O'o 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil L/benles Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, -California Abortion & 
Rllf'fOdUetiv@ Aeti0/1 - California J./eaHh -
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - Celiforn;a Nurses 
Association - Hadasssh - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

Wfth the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe y, W12ue in. peril, ft'r; more important than aver we prot@ct our 

g1.1aran1eed rlght of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your org.snizatlon join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contempor &ry abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstHutional provisions ofthe Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The biU accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide woman 
OPiator te @ArJy abortions, to remove unneeessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
TherapeuUc Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is Imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rfghts the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy tights, now and In the future. By treating abortion 
consi5tently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care whlfe eliminating the stigma lhe law hiatorfcaUy 
ph1ced on the option of abortion servlcac, replacing it wlth a declaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

-- -- -- .. .. -- - ._. -- -- --- - ..... -- - - -- -- - ---· .. ..- -- ·· - . 
Yea, please add our name to tho list of supporter's, SB 1301 Ia needed this year! 
Plea.se t•x this form to PPAC at (916) 441·0632 and/or call u.s at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - Californ ia Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League- California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Wom en -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and th@ 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and In the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care whi le eliminating the stigma.the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Organization : 4f 4:-mztq J}..flqs t*t{-r& 

Contact Name: / 7 t1 c ; .stt elf 
Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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Hpr uc uc:!bp womens nea1't.n IO"T"" 

Apr 26 02 10:08a PlannadParenthoodMarMonte 91644632?4 

American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Uberties Union -
American Coiiege of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - Californta Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association .. California National Org:mization for Women- California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Wnmen -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court pol!;ed i:o change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peru. it's more important than ever we protect our 
cOn$litutiona!ly right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting th£- Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill aGcomplishes four primary obj!:lctbJes for Ctilifornians: to provide wom&n 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provlsions of the 
Th9rapGutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

:tIs Imperative that California clarifies in the law preciseiy what reproductive 
privacy dghts th& women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while f)Jiminating the stigma the law has 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a de-claration In 
s!.!pport of the constitutional to prlva.:y and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the Jist of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please rax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916·446-52.47. 

Organization: {JJ/2mf/Yl<l 
Contact Name: &vl<.l/(J 
Address: IL{ (p 9 Hu lA.A b6ld f- RcA. S}e d(] 0 

0. b 1-C 0 0a q 5 2 

,... .... 
p. 1 
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May-O J-2002 04:29am From-

From• 

Co..Sponsors and Supporter-s of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civll Liberties Union -
American Co/lege of and Gynecologists IX, - Califomia Abortion & 
Reproductlve Rights Aotion League - Cellfornla Family Health council- Callfomia 
Medical Association - Calffamla National Organization fat Women ._ California Nurses 
Association - Hsdassah -League of Women of Cs/ifornls -Planned 
Affiliates of California - Cslifomla Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supretne Court poised to change Its composition and tha 
Roa v. Wads dec;islon in it's more important than ever we protGct our 
eonstitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive c:hoJce. That's why we a=k that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act .. a 
contemporary abortion Jaw for Californfa that replaces the antiquated and 
uncon&titUtlonal provisions of the Therapeutic Abortlon Act of 1987. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Ca1Jfornlan8: to provide wom•n 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutrc Abortion Act and to reaffirm rights established by Roe v .. 
W11de. 

It is Imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights tha women and men ofthJe great state enjoy, Tho Raproduotlve 
Privaoy Act wiJI ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortlop 
consJst11ntlywith othar medical procedures, SB 1301 will unsure the safety of 
reproductive health oar• while eliminating the stigma the law has historically· 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individuar r:hoice. 

Yes. please add our name to the Jist of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this yearJ 
Please fax this form to !'PAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916·446·8247 . 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Add res&: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

.sm J09e.{twfu &.lj Dr;gootzoflon frr Wn/JjW 
Conme. . 
:p o Box (p ll S'] 
$ao Jose. ee -(951-

(900) 197-WOUI: 
cfsp.r '0.9 er(g} earth l1ok. ne± 
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FROM FAX NO. 

and Supporters of sa 1301 by senator Shefla Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical As$OCiation - Ce/ffornia National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of Cs.Nfomia - Plenned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more Important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That1s why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Prhtacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the entiquated and 

provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non·surgicalabortfons, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions oftne 
Therapeutic Abortion Act to reaffirm privacy rights established by 
Wade. 

It is Imperative that caJJfornla clarifies in the law preci$GIY what 
privacy rights the womcan and men of thlc great state onjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that Calltornia has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By troattns abortion 
consistently with othor medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensuna the safety of 
reproductive health care whlle eliminating the stlgma law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services:, replacing it wtth a declaration in 
support of the J:onstltutlonal right to privacy and individual ehoice. _____________ _. ___________________________ _ 
Yea, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this year! · 
Pleose ft1X this form to PPAC at (916) 4•41·0632 and/or c;,l/ U6 at 916·444-5247, 

Org8nlzatlon: Ca1ifornia 

Contact Name; Karla Henderlong 

Address: 1285 Boulevard Way 

· Walnut Creek. CA 94595 

Phone/Fax: (925) 9l•6-9455 faK (925)946-9715 

E.Mail: karlah@pacbcll.net 

P.02 
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Co·Sponsors and Supporter$ of SB 1301 by Sen•tor Sheila Kuehl: 

American Associotton of University Women. Ca/ifornta - American Civil Libar1Jes Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - Califorma Abortion & 
Reproductive Rlgl1ts Action League - Caltfornia Family Health Covncil - Ca/lforms 
Medical Association - California Nat1onal Organization lor Women - Nurses 
Assoclatton - Hoctassah - Lsague of Women Volers of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of Ca/lfortW3 - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United State5 Supreme Court poised to change Its composttion and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your org•ni.zation join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion Jaw for California that replace& the antiQuated 
unconatitutioual J.Jrovlslons ot the Therapeutie Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill aec:omplishos four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non·surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic .Abortion Act and to re8ffirm privacy rights •stabllshed by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is Imperative that California clarlfiet in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect prJvecy right&, now and in the future . By treating abortion 
con•istently with other medical procedure6, SB 1301 will ensure the tafety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

- -- -- -_ .. -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - ...... - -- ... - - - --- .. -- - _. - - -
Yea, please add our name to the list o1 5upporlers . SB 1301 Is needed this year I 
Ple•so fax this form to PPAC ar (916) 441-0632 and/or c•ll us at 

Organization: 

Contact Nama : 

Phone/Fax: 

E·Mall: 

U,JoHfA2 LIH.J'/£8 5 o.f. Srttdli Cttu '2. C ovNTY 

S.[.ELN 

Po. Box 7J 7 

Adfienne Stein 
Atlorney At Law 

4026 W.n{(le Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA 95065 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v . Wade decision in peril, it's more Important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy r ights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice. 

---- ....... - ...... -.,_--- .._----------------- .. --
Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or cal/ us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization : 

Contact Name: 

Address : 

Phone/Fax : 

E·Mail: 

C l25A:J UC St{n-tr/1. Crn z__('l1c.1ptel 
Adviwoe f?OV2tt15 I AvtJI?RA( PA r tcev 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah -League of Women Voters of California -Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of Callfomia - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed rigllt of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion Jaw for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians : to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Organization : 

Contact Name: 

Address : 

r} c.A. ?so/3 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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Co-sponsors and Supponers of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl. 
American Assoo/atfon of Unlversfry Women, Ca/lfomla -American Civil Uberties Unlan -
American Col/ega of Ob$tatriclans and Gyner;o/ogists /X, • California Abortion & 
Reproduotlve Rights ACtion t..eague - Celffomla Family Health Ccunr;ll- Callfomla 
·Medical Assoofation - California National Organfzab'on for Women - Ca/ifcm/a Nurses 
Association - Hadassah- League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Afflllatss cf California - Cs/Jfomfa Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

· With the Unlted States Supreme Court poised to change Its oompasftJon and ths 
Roe v. Wade decision In perll2 it's more important than ever we pratQct aur 
constJtutloniliiY guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That• a why we osk that 
your Join us In supporting the Reproduct1W Privacy Act. • 
contemporary abortion Jaw for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconatttutfonal provisions cf the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The btU accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide wom"n 
greatar access to aarJy nan-surgical to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion proc;edures, to deleta unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reafflrm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is Imperative that Caltfomla clarlfies in the law preclsaly what reproduct1ve 
prlvacy rights tha women and men of this great state enjoy, The Raproduetlve 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortlan raw that 
would protect privacy rights, new and in the future. By treatlng abortion 
consistantly with other medical procedures, SB 1301 wm ensure the safety of 
raprcductlve health care while eliminating tho atfgma tho law has historically 
placed an the option of abortion servJces, replacing It with a declaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice. 

Organization: 

contact Nama: 

Addre'ss: 

PhoneiFex: 

E·Mail: 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California - American Civil Liberties Union -
American Collage of Obstetricians and Gynecologists JX, - California Abortion & 
Reproducttve Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medtca/ Associarion - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Starus of Women -

Dear Friends and Partnors: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constituti onally guaranteed right of reproductive-choice. That•s why we ask that 
your organiz3tion join us in supporting the Reproductive Prh,acy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the therapeutic Abortion Aet of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater to earty non--surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures;, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

tt is imperative that California clariffes in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of thls great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act wiiJ ensure that CaJifornia has a constitutionally firm abortion law th.at 
would protect privacy rights, now and In the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 wiU onsuro the safety of 
reproductive health care white eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion service$, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, pleaso .-dd our name to the Jis t of supporters. S9 1301 is needed this year! 
Ple•se f11x this form to PPAC at (916) 441·0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: LJNJ]P..n Af4tiem,g 
Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax; 

E-Mail: 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California- American Civil Liberties Union-
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, Ws more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies In the Jaw precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally f irm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

=:::: 
Yes, please add our name to the list of s upporters. SB 1301 is needed ear! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (9:!Jl_441·0632 and/or c II u at 916·4J6-5 D _ ,)_ , 
Organization: -

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl; 
American Association of University Women, California - American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - California Family Health Council- California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Women-

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril , it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us In supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians : to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It is Imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Organization: 

Phone/Fax: ,$?3/-
E-Mail: 
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Co-Spons01·s and Supporters ofSB 1301 bv Senator Sheila Kuehl 
American Association of University Women, California- American Civil Liberties Unio'n- American 
College of Obstetrician.s and Gynecologists IX. - Califomia Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action 
League- California Family Health Council- California Medical Association - California National 
Organization for Women- California Nurses Association- Hadassah- League of Women Vore1·s of 
California -Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California- Califontia Commission on the Sratus of 
Women-

7/7 A 

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the Roe v. 
Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our constitutionally 
guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that your organization joins 
us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a contemporary abortion law for 
California that replaces the antiquated and unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic 
Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women greater 
access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary restrictions on abortion 
procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act and to 
reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. Wade. 

It is imperative that California clarifies in the law precisely what reproductive privacy 
rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive Privacy Act will 
ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that would protect privacy 
rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion consistently with other medical 
procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of reproductive health care while eliminating 
the stigma the law has historically placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it 
with a declaration io support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

-- - ---------- -- --------- ----------- ---
Yes, please add our name to the attached letter. SB 1301 is needed this yeart Please fax 
this form back to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or calling us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: Lawyers Club of San Diego 

Contact Name: Kate Yavenditti 

Address: 
964 Fifth Ave., Ste. 210 

San Diego, CA 92101 

Phone/Fax: 619 544-1478 

E-Mail: 

n7C)( 9L·-- ----
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fl?Pt rfds· 
and Supportera of SB 1301 by Senator Shell• Kuehl: 

American Association of University Women, California- Union-
American College of Obstetricians and Gyneoologlsts IX, - Ca/iforms Abortton & . 
Reproductive Rights Action League - Cslifornls Family Health Council - . 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - Caflfornta Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California- California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friend& and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change Its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us In supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non.surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeuti_c Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is imperative that California clarifies In the law precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing It with a declaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301·i;-
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: .,WoW'et'\1
1 

Contact Name: :P61tY1 (/t-eA' 1 Otl'e qfrr/ 
Address: qso 

qaq1b 
Phone/Fax: lg :{(, 4 L '-( G, 
e-Mail: -
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ORCUTT REPUBLICAN CLUB 
P.O.BOX 2007 ORCUTT. CALIFORNIA 93455 

April 2, 2002 

To our State Legislator 

The vast majority of the 97 members of this organization feel 
strongly that the Reproductive Privacy Act (S.B. 1301 by Sen. 
Kuehl) is our chance to protect the right to choose in California 
even if the Supreme Court overturns Roe v. Wade. Therefore, 
we strongly urge you to support this legislation to protect safe 
and legal abortions in California. 

Legal abortions are preferred to illegal back alley abortions as 
were common prior to Roe v. Wade. 

The recent vote on this matter, and resolution to forward this 
letter ran 81 for and 16 opposed. Those who were not present at 
our monthly meeting were sent ballots on t his and other 
matters to be mailed in and tabulated. All members thus were 
included. 

Sine __ ) 
0. R . C. 
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. 

Co·Spon•o'• and &upponen of 88 13Df by Sen•tor Shell• Kuehl: 
American Associ•tion of Unillef3/ty Women, C•llfornl#l • American Civil Liberti•• Union -
American College of Obatetrlciens and Gynecok>f1/ats IX, - Callfom'- Abottion & 
Reproductive Rights Action League - Callfomle Femlly He•tth Council - Cellfomlfl 
Medic•/ Associ•tion - C•llfomie National Organization for Women - Callfomla Nu,..• 
Associstion .. Hadass11h ... League of Women Vottra of Callfoml• - Plenned Parwnthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on lhe Statu• of Women -

Dear Frlenda and Partne,..: 

With the United States Supreme Court polaed to change I'- compoaltlon and the 
Ro• v. Wade decfalon In peril, It'• more Important than ever we protect our 
conatltutionally guaranteed riaht of reproductive choice. That•a why we aak th81 
your organlutlon Join ue In supporting the Reproductive Act. a 
contemporary abortion l•w for California that replace• the antiquated and 
unconatltutfonat provlalona of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1H7. 

The bill accom pllahea four primary obJective• for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-aurglcal abortion•. to remove unneceaaary 
reetrlctlona on abortion procedures, to delete unconatltutlon•f provt•lona of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights eatabllahed by Roe v. 
Wade. · 

It Ia Imperative that California clarlftea In the law preclaely what reproductive 
privacy rlghta the women and men of thfs great etate enjoy. The Reproductive 
Prlv1cy Act will enaure that California haa a cor.atltutlonally flrm abortion law that 
would protect prlv•cy rights. now and In the future. By treating abortion 
conalatently wlth other medical procedurea, 18 1301 wilt enaure the aafety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the atlgma the law haa hlatorlcatly 
placed on the option of abortton aervlcea, raplaclnt It with a In 
a up port of the conatltutlonal right to privacy and Individual choice. 

ve;;;,;,-;e -add to the llat of aupporters. SIS 1301 le needed thla year! 
PI•••• f•• lhla form ro PPAC '' (118) 441..08lJ and/or call ua ar 118-441-5247. 

Organization: A .,(. vt W 1 7-b 

Addreat: 

Phone/Fax: 

E·Malt: ,_ ....... ........... --.--
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FROM : FAX NO. 

Co·Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American C?Fvi/ Lib'7rties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, - Californta & 
Reproductive Rights Action League- California Family Health CouncJI-
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - Ca/Jforma Nurses 
Association - Hadassah- League of Women Voters of California- Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, it's more important than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That's why we ask that 
your organization join us in supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplishes four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions, to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to delete unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is imperative that California clarifies in the Jaw precisely what reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act will ensure that California has a constitutionally firm abortion Jaw that 
would protect privacy rights, now and in the future . By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services, replacing it with a declaration in 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and individual choice. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is • 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441P0632 and/or call us at 916-446·5247. 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail : 
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t-ILt:. No.l4U UJ: IHt WUI'Itl\1 ::, I"'WI\IlJH 11UI'4 

916 441 0632 P.02/a2 

Co-Sponsors and Supporters of SB 1301 ·by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 
American Association of University Women, California -American Civil Liberties Union -
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists IX, -California Abortion & 
Reproductive Rights ACtion League - California Family Health Council - California 
Medical Association - California National Organization for Women - California Nurses 
Association - Hadassah - League of Women Voters of California - Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California - California Commission on the Status of Women -

Dear Friends and Partners: 

With the United States Supreme Court poised to change its composition and-the 
Roe v. Wade decision in peril, It's more lm·portant than ever we protect our 
constitutionally guaranteed right of reproductive choice. That•s why we ask that 
your organization join us In supporting the Reproductive Privacy Act, a 
contemporary abortion law for California that replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

The bill accomplis he& four primary objectives for Californians: to provide women 
greater access to early non-surgical abortions. to remove unnecessary 
restrictions on abortion procedures, to del uta unconstitutional provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and to reaffirm privacy rights established by Roe v. 
Wade. 

It Is imperative that California cJarlfJas in the Jaw precisely wha1t reproductive 
privacy rights the women and men of this great state enjoy. The Reproductive 
Privacy Act wlll ensure that California has a conatltutionally flrm abortion law that 
would protect privacy rl;hts, now and in the future. By treating abortion 
consistently with other medical procedures, SB 1301 will ensure the safety of 
reproductive health care while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion sarvices, replacing It with a ditclaration In 
support of the constitutional right to privacy and Individual choice. 

---------·---------------------------· Yes; please add our name to the Hst of supporters. SB 1301 hs needed this year! 
P/ea$8 fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446·5247. 

Organlilatlon: J1 e. Women's Fo tAM a tJ'o !J 

Contact Name: ?ci)-H-i CL1M'Jr frg;tde..nj= .a- CEQ 
Address: 3'f0 ?ine Sf., «£'u /fa 3 0 '?.... 

Sa¥\.. Er-e rtr tf&ca CA Cf'ftotf 

Phone/Fax: {l.{t?) g-3 =f--/11 3 (Lfl -5) 83:r-/t'll/ 
E-Mail: f9H''c@ tw£u;a,o'3 

TOTF 
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l! 
t.>y: T T UUMO 

, ...., • .. ___ _.__ 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form at (916) call us at 916-446·5247. 

Organization: \ Jc-;.,l \\[OG:Yo 'S Q ub 
Contact Name: rcR 
Address: ___________ _ 

lli lo.-nW (1,\-,f- 9®\ -··---·- - .. . -·--·-
Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

·- ..... ·- - -

I 
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sent by: SINUenELT TUUMS 001 000 0000,

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year!
Please fax this form toPPAC at (976) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247.

Organization: Valley Women's Club
Contact Name: Sheila De Lany
Address: PO R 574

Benlona Colif. 980r
Phone/Fax:

E-Mail:

(051) 380-4436

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917

A-873 P2 - 148

1533
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t::JJ./ L':J/ L.t:lt::J L. J. t:S: t:l '::f ( r UJ'IJJ.LJ'I\:1 1'1 l WI'. UL 

... _ Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this year! . .,.. ... 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441.·0632 and/or cal us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: \)VJ 
Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

- .. ---- --- ...._.-- .. -- - _,.. .... -- -- --· -- - -- -·- -- -·- . _ .. - .- - ... _ , 
Yea. please add our name to tho list of supporters. SB 1301 Is needed this yaarl 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Addroas: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
./ 

Yes, t;; SB 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247, .. 
Organization: 

Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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I I 

Phone/Fax: 153/-- '3::t-_3-!Joy X I r . 
E-Mail: 

. . . . . .......... ... __ ,.._,...__ ..... .... ·- .... ...... . , . -.. . 
Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: 

Contact Name: p 
J 8 3 co s L o frr R o AD Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _. · _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - .... - .. - - 0 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: R 
Contact Name: 

Address : 

I 
Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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1 Q UU VU I IICA I II._ t.V •tJg 110" V I <Oi;J\..t tJ' t'UI .g, ""...., I VV I I'""''"'...,.""".,. •111.;1 3 " "'' I 

Pleas e fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: Won;n 
Contact Name: 

Address: 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

_ ....... .. , - · - _. ..... " J ·•J• . .. . . ;_ . . ... .. · ' · o:-,. r ... .. .. , • .,.._-.,._ · - ·- · • • • -- - -- ... .-··---- ··· •. 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. SB 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC a::1-tf32 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: N 
Contact Name: f lsU SS !f\1 
Address: 

Pc6G L E 
I 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 

... .. • • · - .. - . · - • • • .. • • • -- ... ... j • ,. - - • 

Yes, please add our name to the list of supporters. 58 1301 is needed this year! 
Please fax this form to PPAC at (916) 441-0632 and/or call us at 916-446-5247. 

Organization: Ac L· u 
Contact Name: 

Address: JCZ3fo SLoAT RoAD 
I 

Phone/Fax: 

E-Mail: 
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SB 1301 (Kuehl) -Reproductive Privacy Act 
Background Information 

E C E l f. 1 

ni 1JUN I 9 2002 ·
1
: :/ 

t o.J I 
CC\f.MITTE§j 

1. Who is the source of the bill? Are they the sponsor? What person, organization, or 
governmental entity requested introduction? 

Sponsor: Planned Parenthood 
Contact Person: Sue Dwtlap (916) 446-5247 ext. 104 

2. Has a similar bill been before either this session or a previous session of the legislature? 
If so, please identify the session, bill number, summary of bill's contents, and 
disposition of the bill. (Use attachments if necessary) 

No 

3. Have there been any interim hearings on the subject matter of the bill? If so, when? 

No. 

4. Please attach a sheet explaining in detail the problem or deficiency in the present law 
which the bill seeks to remedy and how the bill resolves the problem. Please also list all 
witnesses you plan to have testify. 

In 1967, Governor Ronald Reagan signed the Therapeutic Abortion Act, which expanded 
legal abortion in California under restrictive criteria. Most of those restrictions were 
subsequently ruled unconstitutional in the 1972 California Supreme Court case People v. 
Barksdale. Then the United States Supreme Court issued its landmark Roe v. Wade decision 
in 1973, bolstering California' s recognition of abortion as a privacy right guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the United States. Though Roe and Barksdale have rendered much of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act obsolete, the Act itself has never been repealed by the Legislature. 
The end result is a cryptic, often inconsistent abortion code that is laden with constitutional 
problems. 

SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, cleans up that cryptic and often unconstitutional 
abortion code and ensures that California has a constitutionally sound abortion law that will 
protect privacy rights, now and in the future. 

Specifically, the bill: 

• Deletes Unconstitutional Laws 
SB 1301 deletes language in current state law that has been found unconstitutional in 
state and federal courts. 

• Treats abortion like other comparable medical procedures 
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Today, abortions are singled out for regulation that doesn't apply even to more complex 
procedures. SB 1301 allows healthcare providers, acting within their particular scopes of 
practice, to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

• Provides Women Greater Access to Early Non-Surgical Abortion Methods 
SB 1301 will provide greater access to early abortion methods like mifepristone (RU-
486) by eliminating arbitrary barriers that currently impede the ability of licensed health 
care professionals to treat patients in the area of reproductive health. 

• Protects the Right to Choice in California 
The Reproductive Privacy Act will protect Californians' ftmdamental right to choose a 
safe and legal abortion - even if the Supreme Court further reduces the federal 
protections contained in Roe v. Wade. 

The people of California deserve a reproductive privacy law that mirrors their respect for the 
Constitution and their desire for reproductive freedom. In that spirit, SB 1301, the 
Reproductive Privacy Act, offers California a unique opportunity to once again take the lead 
in the national forum on the issues of reproductive choice. 

5. Please attach copies of any background material in explanation of the bill, or state 
where such material is available for reference by committee staff which would be 
helpful to the analysis of the bill. 

Will attach Q & A Sheet. 

6. Please attach copies of letters of support or opposition from any group, organization, or 
governmental agency who has contacted you either in support or opposition to the bill. 

Support: 

American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District 
American Association of University Women, California 
American Association of University Women, San Jose Branch 
American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz Branch 
American Civil Liberties Union 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX 
American Medical Women's Association 
Board of Supervisors, County of Santa Cruz 
California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action League 
California Church Impact 
California Commission on the Status ofWomen 
California Family Health Council 
California Medical Association 
California National Organization for Women 
California Nurses Association 
California Pro-Choice Republicans 
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• 

California Women Lawyers 
California Women's Law Center 
California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
Democratic Women of Santa Barbara County 
Democratic Women's Club, Pebble Beach 
Hadassah 
Lambda Letters Project 
League ofWomen Voters of California 
Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern California Chapter 
National Council of Jewish Women 
National Health Law Program 
National Latina Alliance 
National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter 
National Women's Political Caucus of California 
Older Women's League 
People for the American Way 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 
Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 
Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 
Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 
Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 
Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura and 
Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino Counties 
Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County 
San Louis Obispo Counties 
Santa Cruz Women's Health Center 
Six Rivers Planned Parenthood 
Valley Women's Club 
Voters for Choice 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 
Women's Programs, Monterey Peninsula College 
Workmen's Circle/Arbeter Ring (Southern California District) 

Opposition: 

California Pro Life Council 
Committee on Moral Concerns 

7. If you plan substantive amendments to this bill prior to hearing, please attach a detailed 
explanation of the substance of the amendments to be prepared. 
We have no plans to amend the bill. 

STAFF PERSON TO CONTACT: Jennifer Richard 445-1353 
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2715 K Street, SuiteD 
Sact·aznento, CA 
95816 

(916) 442-5447 
(<316) 442-3036 Fax 

IMP/'.CT111fo:tllcalchurchee.org 
'tiV/1-v. ; .alr.;hurches orq 

Sr.ott D .A.nderson 

May 6, 2002 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
California State Senate 
P.O. Box 942848 
Sacramento, CA 94248-0001 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

I 
I 
!. 
' 

RE: SB 1301 

We at California Church Impact are writing in support 
of your bill, SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act. We 
represent 1.5 million members within California who 
belong tol9 Protestant and Orthodox denominations. 

We are strongly committed to a woman's right to choose 
and support this bill as a significant clarification of 
California's current statutes on abortion. The bill 
establishes for us the same moral and ethical balance 
between the rights of women and the legal status of a 
viable fetus that is presented within the federal 
guidelines of Roe v. Wade. Consequently it provides the 
legal right for women to control their reproductive 
health especially during the period of gestation when the 
fetus is not yet viable. By removing archaic language 
authorizing a panel of physicians to make the 
determination about the justification for abortion for 
each woman, you have empowered women to follow 
their own conscience. 

Furthermore, SB 130 1 establishes important safety 
criteria to protect women from unsafe abortion providers 
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and provides women with options for medical forms of 
abortion that may be safer for her life and health. 

We strongly adhere to the position that have the 
obligation to consult only their own consciences and 
people of their own choice when making decisions 
concerning their reproductive health. We further believe 
women are capable of making the best decisions for 
their own lives and are trustworthy moral actors within 
that context. 

Thank you for your presentation of this bill and for the 
improved medical, legal, and moral access to safe 
reproductive health care that SB 1301 will provide for 
all women in California. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Sholes 
Public Policy Coordinator LE
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MAY. 6. 2002 2 : 30PM COI1'1 ON THE STATUS OF' WJI"EN N0.966 P. 2/ 2 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Grv.v DAVIS, GoveP.NOit 

COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 
1303 J Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 9581+-;r.900 • . . 

May 6, 2002 

Member of the State Senate 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator: 

SENATE FLOOR ALERT- SB 1301 (Kuehl) 

The California Commission on the Status of Women requests your "aye" vote on SB 
1301. This measure would enact a constitutionally-sound reproductive rights law 
ensuring that a Californian's right to privacy and the decision to choose a safe and legal 
abortion are protected, now and in the future. 

SB 1301 would increase access to earty, non.surgical methods of abortion such as 
mifepristone (RU-486) by allowing healthcare providers, within their particular scope of 
practice. to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 
Further, SB 1301 would delete the unconstitutional and unenforceable provisions of 
existing state law that create confusion and inconsistency with regard to abortion. 

Women's access to health care, including reproductive health care, has been a tong-
standing priority for the Commission, The Reproductive Privacy Act is critical to the 
preservation of a California woman•s constitutional right to make decisions regarding her 
reproductive health. SB 1301 would protect her fundamental right to privacy and ensure 
access to a safe and legal abortion. 

For these reasons, we ask 1hat you vote "aye'' on SB 1301. If we can be of assistance 
to you, please contact our Executive Director, Mary Wiberg, or our Legislative 
Coordinator, Vicki Atwood, at 916-445-3173. 

Sincerely, 

Elmy Bermejo 
Chairperson 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 

(916) ++5·3173 • (916) 3ll·9466 fax • • www.women.ca.gov 
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MAY. 1.2002 s:2SAM COMM ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN N0.919 P.2/ 2 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CiMY DAVIS, 

(OMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 
1303 J Street, Suite 4-00 
Sacramento, CA 95814v2.9oo • ' ' 

May 1, 2002 

The Honorable Oede Alpert, Chairperson 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
State Capitol, Room 2206 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Alpert: 

Re: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act 

The California Commission on the Status of Women requests your "aye1
' vote on SB 

1301. This measure would enact a constitutionally sound reproductive rights law 
that a Californian's right to privacy and the decision to choose a safe and legal 

abortion is protected, now and in the future. 

SB 1301 would increase access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion such as 
mifepristone (RU-486) by allowing healthcare providers, within their particular scope of 
practice,· to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 
Further, SB 1301 would delete the unconstitutional and unenforceable provisions of 
existing state Jaw that create confusion and inconsistency with regard to abortion. 

Women's access to health care, including reproductive health care, has bee.n a long .. 
standing priority for the Commission. The Reproductive Privacy Act is critical to the 
preservation of a California woman's right to make decisions regarding her 
reproductive health. 881301 would protect her fundamental right to privacy and ensure 
access to a safe and legal abortion. 

For these reasons, we ask that you vote "aye" on SB 1301. If we can be of any 
assisance to you, please contact our Executive Director, Mary Wiberg, or our Legislative 
Coordinator, Vicki Atwood, at 916-445-3173. · ·· · · • .. 

Elmy Bermejo, Chairperson 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Members/Senate Appropriations Committee 

(916) • (916) 3ll•9+66 fax • info@Women.c:a.gov • 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-884

1544



AP2 - 160

PLEASE OPPOSE 513 WHICH WOULD ALLOW NON-PHYSICIANS ro 
DO DR.Uli A'BOR.TIONS. (California ProLife Council, Sacramento, CA) 

Initial FDA Data Reveals RU 486 Had Dangerous Complications . 
Source: Cybercast News Service; February 19, 2002 

Washington, DC- The dangeous abortion pill RU-486 can have serious side 
effects and complications, but the federal governmenfs requirements for 
data collecting appear to do little to help advocates on either side of 
the abortion issue make their case about the safety of the drug. 

Food and Drug Administration data obtained by the Cybercast News Service 
through the of Information Act (FOIA) regarding reports of adverse 
side effects using RU-486 show only 33 individual reports entered into the 
FDA database during a four year period· between November 1997 and November 
2001. 

The data represent "side effects and complications arising from the use of 
RU-486 during the time it has been available in the U.S. Market," wrote 
Debra P. Taub, lead consumer safety officer for the Department of Health 
and Human Services. 

People taking one or both of the two-drug combination included men and 
women, ranging from teenagers to people in their 70s. 

The data do not specifically state the purpose for taking the drug; some 
women appeared to be taking the drug to produce an abortion, based on the 
dosages taken, while others used the drug to treat medical problems 
unrelated to abortion. 

Four men and 29 women were among those whose cases were referred to the 
FDA, and the data show that five people for whom an adverse side effect 
was reported died, with RU-486 or one of its components listed by doctors 
as the primary suspected cause of death. 

Among those reported deaths, three were men, representing 75 percent of 
all the men included in the adverse side effect report. 

Other adverse effects for which doctors listed RU-486 as the primary 
suspect included nausea, dizziness. excessive bleeding, life-threatening 
blood clots and infection, and respiratory distress. 

Not counting the two women who died with RU-486 listed as the prime 
suspect, responses to the various side effects among women included 22 who 
required hospitalization or "intervention to prevent permanent 
impairment," and five who experienced "life threatening" or "other" 
medical outcomes. 

Federal law requires all drug manufacturers to make such reports to the · 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA). It's a reporting system the FDA and 
others say helps regulators keep an eye on a drug's side effects. However, 
doctors are not required to report their findings to drug manufacturers, a 
regulatory loophole that renders the data collecting spotty and far from 
complete. 

John Diggs, a pro-life Massachusetts doctor and advisor to the Family 
Research Council, sees cause for alarm in the FDA data. "The number one 

http://www.prolifeinfo.org/news 159.html 5t"tl L.UVL. 
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* May 15,2002 

SENATE FLOOR ALERT 
RE: SB 1301-Reproductive Privacy Act 

Support Senator Ray Haynes' Amendments 
to Restore Provisions for "Physician-Only" Abortions 

SB 1301 could be on the Senate floor as soon as Thursday, May 16. At that time 
Senator Ray Haynes will offer amendments to restore the 35 year old requirement that only 
physicians may perform abortions in California, which would otherwise be removed by SB 
1301. 

Regardless of whether you intend to support or oppose the Reproductive Privacy 
Act, we beseech you to seriously consider support for Senator Baynes' amendments. 

One can't help but see great irony in degrading the quality of care for women 
seeking abortions at the very time we are reading almost daily about the difficulties of 
protecting health care patients from unscrupulous providers. 

There is no evidence that drug-induced abortions are any safer than surgical 
abortions. Indeed there is evidence to the contrary, including 2 recent deaths-and not 
enough experience with drug abortions to consider broadening the pool of abortion 
providers to those with even less medical expertise than those providing abortions today. 

On April/9, the federal Food and Drug Administration posted a letter 011 their website 
from Da11co Laboratories, the mamifactttrer of RU 486, informillg physicians that two wome11 
have died after RU 486 abortions, a11d one 21 year-old suffered cardiac arrest-a rare 
occurre11ce ill a woma11 that age. The two who died suffered a bacterial i11fectio11 in one case 
and a uterine rupture due to a11 undiagnosed ectopic pregnancy in the other. Another near-
fatal bacterial infection, and two additional uterine ruptures due to undiagnosed ectopic 
pregnancies prompted Dan co am/the FDA to release the warning and ask physicians to report 
a11y additional uadverse eve11ts." 

Danco claims these "adverse events" are statistically insignificant, yet they will not 
reveal how many RU 486 abortions have been performed. What we do know is thnt nu 486 
has not been popular among either physicians or patients, so the numhcr that have been 
performed could be significant to judge whether these "adverse events" arc significant or 
not. We do know that the most common complication of usc of RU 486 is hemorrhage--
hemorrhage serious enough to require transfusions in some cases. 

Let's not create an even larger pool of unscrupulous providers to prey upon the 
poorer members of our communities, and our teenagers, who often seck abortion services 
without the benefit of the counsel of the people who care about them most- their parents. 

Please support the Haynes amendments to SB 1301. Let's not put California at the 
forefront of further jeopardizing the lives of the women. 

California ProLife Council, Inc. 
The California Afli liatc of the Natioual R1ghr ro Life Comnuuce 
2306 J Street Suire 200 • Sacramento, C A 958 1 1'1 

• (fa:<Jili6A41 750!1 www.cahfom1aprohfl!.org 
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Reports Posted on Abortion Pill (21-year-old woman has heart attack after 
using it) 
http ://www.newsday.com/news/politics/wire/sns-ap-abortion-pill0417apr1 7 .story?coll=sns%2Dap% 
2Dpolitics%2Dhead lines 
API April17, 2002, 6:55PM EDT I Associated Press 

WASHINGTON -

A 21-year-old woman had a heart attack three days after using the abortion pill mifepristone, but there is no way 
to know if the pill played a role, health officials said Wednesday. · 

In a letter to doctors, the pill's distributor also said two women had serious infections after using the abortion pill -
one of whom was a Canadian woman reported by doctors last fall to have died. 

Again, there is no way to know if mifepristone had a role, the Food and Drug Administration said in a fact sheet 
posted on its Internet site Wednesday. 

But the FDA ordered the reports released for another reason: concern that doctors were giving the abortion pill to 
some women with. ectopic pregnancies- something they are not supposed to do. The agency has three reports 
ruptured tubal pregnancies among mifepristone users, one of whom died. 

Ectopic, or tubal, pregnancies are potentially life-threatening situations where a fertilized egg lodges outside the 
woman's uterus. Surgical treatment is required. 

While the abort.ion pill will not have any effect on an ectopic pregnancy, the concern is that a woman with the kind 
of pain that signals a life-threatening rupture might falsely attribute the pain to the abortion pill and delay seeking 
care. 

Doctors are supposed to rule out ectopic pregnancies before prescribing the abortion pill, but they can be hard to 
diagnose. 

"This is a reminder to clinicians and women to be alert to the risk of ectopic pregnancy," said FDA drug chief Dr. 
Janet Woodcock. 

The FDA approved use of the controversial abortion pill in September 2000, based on both U.S. studies and 12 
years of usage in Europe that showed serious side effects were extremely rare. 

Mifepristone's distributor, Dance Laboratories, said the six reports were an "extremely small incidence" of _/ 
problems. It refused to say how many women have used the abortion pill in its 17 months on the market. 

Mifepristone blocks the action hormone vital for an embryo to develop. Women then must use a second drug, 
misoprostol, that causes contractions to then expel the dead embryo. The process only works in the first seven 
weeks of pregnancy. 

* 

On the Net: 

Food and Drug Administration: http://www.fda.gov/medwatch/new.htm 

4/18/2002 
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Abortion drug falls short of forecasts 

Few doctors prescribe pill; most women don't want it 

By Susan Duerksen 
UNION-TRIBUNE STAFF WRITER 

May 6, 2001 

It took a decade of political, legal and corporate maneuvering to bring "the French abortion 
pill" to U.S. soil. 

During that time, the drug gained almost mythic stature as a force that would rock the abortion 
world, making the procedure easier, more private and more widely available. Now, the drug 
mifepristone- dubbed RU-486 by its French manufacturer-- has been legally approved for 
use in the United States for seven months. 

But so far, most women don't want it and few doctors will touch it. 

Aside from providing a new option for some women seeking an abortion, the drug seems 
unlikely to alter abortion politics or practice, at least not for some time. 

Advocates and opponents have long expected the pill would increase the number of doctors 
providing abortions. 

But in San Diego County and elsewhere, doctors who weren't providing surgical abortions are 
in no burry to offer medical, drug-induced abortions. 

Even many abortion providers are not prepared to offer Mifeprex, the drug's U.S. brand name. 
As of this week, 35 of Planned Parenthood's 127 U.S. affiliates have used it. 

The two Planned Parenthood clinics in San Diego County began offering Mifeprex at the 
beginning of March, for women as much as seven weeks pregnant. In the fi rst six weeks of the 
drug's availability at the clinics, 28 women opted for it, out of roughly 900 having first-
trimester abortions. 

At Family Planning Associates in La Mesa, the drug is available for those in the first nine 
weeks of pregnancy. Since February, it has been used for about 10 percent of first-trimester 
abortions, said an official at the clinic's corporate office in Chicago. 

"For whatever reason, people have thought that once mifepristone was approved it would 
move abortion out of the clinics and every doctor would be able to provide it for their own 
patients," said Dr. Mitchell Creinin, a University of Pittsburgh obstetrician-gynecologist who 
helped test the drug for U.S. approval. 
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"It's ridiculous," he said. "It takes a lot of commitment and involvement (by physicians). It's 
much easier to provide surgical abortion." 

One reason the drug is troublesome for doctors is that it's usually fairly hard on the women 
taking it. 

Although a surgical abortion is over in a few minutes, a medical abortion involves days or 
weeks of bleeding, including at least several hours of severe cramping. In effect, it's an 
induced miscarriage. 

Doctors must dispense the pill at their offices, monitor the process and make sure the patients 
come back for required follow-up visits. And they must arrange backup surgical abortions 
when the pill fails, as it does in one of every 20 to 50 cases. 

"There are a lot more problems with using that (drug) than the public's been led to believe," 
said Dr. Terry Winegar, president of the San Diego Academy of Family Physicians. "I haven't 
heard of anybody that's even interested in prescribing it." 

Dr. George Kung, president of the San Diego Gynecological Society, agreed that doctors are 
wary of mifepristone, partly because of the arduous process and partly because it is just as 
likely as surgical abortion to attract pickets and possibly threats of violence. 

"It's just such a headache for physicians," he said. 

Anti-abortion organizations object to mifepristone just as much as to surgical abortion. 

"RU-486 is still just another method of abortion," said Jan Carroll, legislative analyst for the 
California Pro-Life Council. "We consider any new technique for taking the lives of the tiniest 
members of the human family to be a problem." 

An anti-abortion Web site unrelated to the Pro-Life Council has begun an "RU-486 Registry," 
listing the names of doctors believed to offer the drug "in hopes that the American people will 
overcome the demonic forces presently enslaving this nation and will finally prosecute the 
purveyors of death listed herein." 

Visitors to the Web site are asked to call local doctors' offices and ask whether they offer RU-
486, then submit the infonnation for the list. 

Kung said his office gets a few phone calls a month asking for the drug and that his staff refers 
women to Planned Parenthood or Family Planning Associates. But many women decide they 
aren't interested when they hear that the process takes multiple visits and a lot of discomfort, 
be said. 

Most women seeking abortion prefer to have it over with quickly and choose the surgical 
method, many doctors and clinic administrators said. 
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However, for some women, the pill is emotionally and psychologically easier because it is 
closer to a natural miscarriage, said Diana Maracich, director of medical abortion for Family 
Planning Associates. It also offers more privacy because the abortion occurs at home. 

"Some women feel it gives them more power over the procedure," said Mary Kelly, a nurse 
practitioner who supervises medical abortions at San Diego County Planned Parenthood. 
"Some women feel it's less invasive -- they don't want a physician using instruments to do the 
procedure." 

Most who want mifepristone have researched it, Kelly said. For those who first hear about the 
new option when they come in seeking an abortion, "it's not that impressive to them," she said. 

Melissa Grant, regional director of Greater Iowa Planned Parenthood, one of the first to offer 
medical abortion, said women are counseled that they will "feel pretty miserable" for at least a 
few hours. She said all who have chosen the new method have been satisfied. 

"There's a certain myth out there still that this is a magic pill and will make everything go 
away," Grant said. "Once a woman is pregnant, there is no easy and comfortable way to have 
that change. We're just pleased to be able to offer another method to women." 

The U.S. distributor ofMifeprex, New York-based Danco Laboratories, declined to give 
information on sales of the drug, which is used in one-third of all abortions in France. 

Other reasons for the slow acceptance of the new method are the Bush administration's stated 
qualms about the drug, legislation that would restrict the use of Mifeprex and the fact that 
insurers are just beginning to cover it, said Vickie Saporta, executive director of the National 
Abortion Federation. 

She said the federation will increase its efforts to train doctors .in the new method this year and 
expects a gradual increase in the number providing it 

"It's even taking awhile for current abortion providers to get comfortable with offering the new 
service," Sa porta said. 

"Women who want it will seek it out. For some women, it's absolutely the right option." 

©Copyright 2001 Union-Tribune Publishing Co. 
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/!rJI DANCO LABORATORIES 

PO Box 4816 
New York, NY 10185 

info line 
1.877.4.EARLY OPTION 

www. e a rlyo ptlon pill. com 

April19, 2002 

Dear Health Care Provider: 

This letter is to inform you of new safety information with regard to prescribing Mifeprex® and 
to remind you of your responsibility to report certain events and provide patient counseling, as 
stated in your Prescriber's Agreement. 

New Safety Information 

We have received a small number of reports of ruptured ectopic pregnancies (including one 
death from hemorrhage due to a ruptured ectopic pr.egnancy). As you will recall, Mifeprex* 
and misoprostol are not an effective treatment of ectopic pregnancy. Confirmed or suspected 
ectopic pregnancy is a contraindication for the use of Mifeprex and should be ruled out prior 
to initiating Mifeprex treatment. Because ectopic pregnancy may be present despite your 
best efforts to rule it out before starting Mifeprex treatment, you should be mindful of the 
possibility of an ectopic pregnancy throughout the treatment period and have a plan for its 
management. 

Two cases of serious systemic bacterial infection (one fatal) following treatment with Mifeprex 
and misoprostol have been reported. While it is known that menstruation, childbirth and 
abortion (whether spontaneous, surgical or medical) create conditions that-can result in 
infection, we do not believe that Mifeprex and misoprostol present a special risk of infection. 
Although serious infection in medical abortion is rare, we ask that you be alert to this 
possibility if your patients report symptoms or have signs of infection. 

We have also received a report of myocardial infarction occurring in a 21 year old woman 
three days following use of Mifeprex and misoprostol. 

No causal relationship between any of these events and use of Mifeprex and misoprostol has 
been established. 

Approved Regimen 

As a reminder, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) approved regimen for administration 
of Mifeprex is: 
• 600 mg Mifeprex taken orally in the office or clinic 
• 400 meg of misoprostol taken orally in the office or clinic 48 hours after the Mifeprex. 
The FDA has not reviewed or approved other dosing regimens for early termination of 
pregnancy. 

• Mifeprex is a registered trademark of Oanco Laboratories, LLC. 
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Reporting Adverse Events and On-going Pregnancy 

We would like to remind you to report any Serious Adverse Events (SAEs} associated with 
Mifeprex use to the address below. Serious adverse events include death, hospitalization, 
blood transfusion, and other major events. In the case of on-going pregnancy following 
treatment with the Mifeprex regimen (approximately 1 %), you should also notify us if the 
patient chooses to proceed with her pregnancy. 

Please provide a brief clinical synopsis by writing, calling, or emailing: 

Medical Director 
Dance Laboratories, LLC 

P.O. Box 4816 
New York, NY 10185 

Medicaldirector@earlyootionpill.com 
Toll free at 1-877-4 Early Option (1-877-432-7596) 

We may need to contact you to obtain additional information, so please include your contact 
information. The following information is helpful when you report adverse events: age of 
patient; gestational age; dosages and means of administration of all medications, including 
concomitant medications; clinical information on the patient, including relevant past medical 
history, laboratory results, and health care course; and final outcome of the patient. 

Patient Counseling 

We would like to remind you of the importance of helping your patients understand the 
benefits and risks of the Mifeprex regimen. During the first of three office visits, please give 
the patient a Medication Guide to read, as well as a Patient Agreement to read and sign. 
(These materials are included with each Mifeprex order. If you need additional copies, please 
contact our authorized distributor.) 

As you are aware, bleeding and cramping are a normal part of the process; women can 
expect bleeding or spotting for an average of 9 to 16 days. Women may experience bleeding 
that is similar to, or greater than, a heavy period. In the U.S. clinical trials, about 1 out of 100 
women required a surgical procedure, identical to the procedure for miscarriage, to stop 
heavy bleeding. If you do not plan to provide this procedure yourself, you must have made 
arrangements with someone who will and provide this contact information to your patient. 
Other side effects that may occur include nausea, headache, vomiting, diarrhea, dizziness, 
fatigue and back pain. 

For more information about Mifeprex, visit www.earlvootionoill.com or call the 24-hour hotline, 
toll-free at 1-877-4 Early Option (1-877-432-7596). If you have an emergent question, a 
physician will usual1ly return your call within the hour. For general questions, our Medical 
Director typically returns calls within 24 hours. 

Sincerely, 
Dance Laboratories, LLC 
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March 20, 2002 
Page 2 

choose or refuse birth control, and (B) the fundamental right to 
choose to bear a child or obtain an abortion . " The health of 
women in California is linked to access to reproductive health 
care services without barriers. Accordingly, we urge your 
support for Senate Bill 1301. 

Sincerely, 

Board of Supervisors 

JKB : ted 
Attachment 

cc: of the Board 
Sheila Kuehl 

Senator Bruce McPherson 
Assembly Speaker pro Tern Fred Keeley 
Assembly Member Simon Salinas 
Health Services Agency Administrator 
Santa Cruz County Public Health Commission 
Santa Cruz County Women's Commission 
Santa Cruz County Children and Youth Commission 

3018A6 
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0149 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CAL_IFORNIA 

RESOLUTION NO. 72-2002 

On the motion of Supervisor Wormhoudt 
duly seconded by Supervisor Almquist 
the following resolution is adopted. 

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING 581301 (KUEHL} RELATING TO REPRODUCTIVE 
PRIVACY ACT 

WHEREAS, the United States Supreme Court 's landmark Roe v. Wade decision of 
1973 and the subsequent California Supreme Court case People v. Barksdale have · 
rendered the California Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967 unconstitutional and obsolete; 
and 

WHEREAS, the California Therapeutic Abortion Act has not been repealed by the 
California Legislature; and 

WHEREAS, a reproductive privacy law that mirrors respect for the Constitution and 
desire for reproductive freedom is needed in California; and · 

WHEREAS, the role of health care providers relative to reproductive services should be 
clarified and made consistent with their current legal scope of practice in California; and 

WHEREAS, the health of women in California is linked to access to reproductive health 
. care services without barriers; and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 1301 has been introduced in the California legislature and has 
gained wide support among health care organizations and California legislators; and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 1301 would enact a Reproductive Privacy Act that would 
establish legislation to remove antiquated State law, clarify the current scope of practice 
for medical care providers and reaffirm individual rights for reproductive freedom and 
privacy in the state of California. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED, that the Board of 
Supervisors of the County .of Santa Cruz, hereby supports Senate Bill 1301 and urges . 
the Honorable Gray Davis, Governor of California, to sign into law Senate Bill 1301 . 

PASSED AND ADOPTED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz, 
State of California, this 1 2 fb day of March , 2002 by the following vote. 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 

SUPERVISORS 
SUPERVISORS 
SUPERVISORS 

Pirie, Wormhoudt, Campos , Almquist, Beautz 
None 
None 

of the Board 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Distribution: 

County Administrative Office 
County Counsel 
HSA Administration 
County Public Health Commission 
County Women's Commission 
County Children's Commission 

0150 
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ATTESTE

CLERK OF THE BOARD

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Pahoncia
Assistant County Counsel

Distribution:

County Administrative Office
County Counsel
HSA Administration
County Public Health Commission
County Women's Commission

County Children's Commission

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917

26 A-896 P2 - 171
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3-24.- 202 3:43PM FROM JOAN HALL CONSULTING 4.152589926 

I 

' . 

JOAN HALL 
CONSULTING 

Health· Care Policy & Government Relations 

Jennifer Richard, Consultant 
From: 

Joan M. Hall, JD 
To: C/0 Senator Kuehl's Office Legislative Advocate 

ACOG District IX 

Fax: 916.324.4823 Pages: 2 

Phone: Date: 3/24/02 

Re: SB 1301 Support Letter CC: 

Urgent 0 For Review 0 Please Co111ment 0 Plea .. Reply D Please Rec::ycte 

Respond to: 

Joan Hall Consulting 
Phone: 415.258.9926 
Fax: 415.256.9704 
jhallconsulting@attbi.com 

• Comments: 

Hi Jennifer. 

Attached is ACOG's support letter with reference 
to the clarifying amendment re nonsurgical 
abortions. I will provide the Senate Judiciary 
Committee wrt:h a copy of this letter and send 
Individualized letters to each member of the 

Senate Judiciary Committee. Unfortunately, I have to be in D.C. on April but CMA 
. will be available and I' ll talk with Shannon. If you have any questions, please do not 

hesitate to contact me. 

P . 1 
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3 -24.-202 3: 4.4.PM FROM JOAN HALL CONSULTING 4.1 62589926 

ACOG District IX 
1401 21 st Street, SUite 370 
Sactamento, CA 9581 4 
(916) 442· 8865 
FAX: (916} 442-8857 
e-mail: district9®acog.org 

P. 2 

DISTRICT IX WOMEN'S HEALTH CARE PHYSICIANS 

March 24, 2001 

The Honorable Sheila James Kuehl 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear &nator Kuehl: 

RE: Seaale Bill 1301 (Kuehl) 
ACOG·IX Pasition; SUPPORT 

The American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District lX representing more than 
4300 practicing California physicians, is pleased to support your Senate Billl301. 

SB 1301 wHl repeal provisions of California'$ Therapeutic AbortionAct wmch have been found 
unconstitutional by the courts and replace · them with a clear stalement regarding a woman• s right 
to ¢boose. This measure also clarifies the role of bcalthcare professionals in the provision 
abortion services. It is our understanding that an amendment will be taken to the bill on April ffa 
in the Senate Judiciary Committee which clarifies what is meant by nonsurgical abortion. We 
strongly support the cL this amendment. 

ACOG, District IX believes that termination of a pregnancy before viability is a medical mattet 
between a woman and her physician. We support access to care for all individuals, irrespective of 
financial status, and the availability of all reproductive options. We also oppose any unnecessary 
regulations or Jaws which serve to limit or delay access to care. such as those provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act which arc being repealed by this measure. 

For these reasons, we have taken a SUPPORT position on SB 1301 and applaud your leadership 
in ensuring that women have access to abortion services. If I may provide you with additional 
information regarding our position oo this measure, please do not hesitate to oontact me at 
415.258.9926. 

oan M . Hall, JD 
Legislative Advocate 

Cc: Consultant to Senate Judiciary Committee 

CHAIR 
Joseph ine l . Von Her7.(>n, MD 
SSO Street, #725 
San Diego, CA 9.2103 

OISTRICi IX OFFICERS 1999·2002 
VICECHNR 

James Macer, MD 
1 0 1400 

("_A 91105 

SECRETARY 
BPny K. Tu, MD 
17922 Fitch 
Irvine, CA 92614 

TREASURER 
jeanne Conry, MD 
8204 Cantershire 
Granite 6ay, Ci 
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e3/28/ 2002 11:1a 

California District IX 
1163 Remo011 A\'COUII 
Albolny, CA 94700 
Phono: S1 01569-8363 
Fax: 51 0/SSS-3464 

AAPcarlfornlaOaol.com 

Dl911'1et Chairpt!BOn 
Burwn Willi5. MD 
Huntington Belleh. CA 

Altcmate Ol,triet Chairperson 
Roblwt Adler, MD 
Loa A/lg<!IH, CA 

Government Atblra 

Robert Bleck. MO 
Monlti'Cy. CA 

President, Ch:.ptor 1 
George Montwerdi, MD 
Napa,CA 

President, Chapter .'.l 
Steven FOig, MD 
Los AngOie&, CA 

President, Ch;tpiOf 3 
Gem, Nathan, MD 
LoMcs., CA 

President, Chaptr:r 4 
Quynll Kiou, MD 
Founl•in Valloy, CA 

District Executive Dlreclor 
Ktis Calvin, MA 
Alban}', CA 

Dlstriet Associate Cirvclor 
M3tlanne Hodcenbmy 
Albany, CA 

5le5598464 AAP CALIFORNIA 

American Academy of Pediatrics .. DEDICATED TO THE HEALTH OF ALL CHILDREN" s 

March 28, 2002 

Senator Martha Escutia, Chair 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 5080 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 1301, AAP..CA Position: Support 

Dear Senator Escutia, 

PAGE 021e2 

The California District of the American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP-CA), 
representing all four California AAP Chapters, strongly supports the proposed 
legislation SB 1301, which will be heard in the Senate Judiciary Committee on 
Tuesday, April 9th. SB 1301 would clarify and protect the right of women to obtain 
an abortion in California, and the rights and responsibilities of health care providers 
who perform abortions. 

Individual California pediatricians, like other individuals, have differing personal views 
on abortion. However, as an organization of professional health care providers to 
children and adolescents, the AAP-CA believes strongly that no legal medical 
procedure should be made inaccessible. Those who oppose abortion may voice that 
opposition and educate others about their views. However, It is not appropriate for 
abortions to be singled out for unnecessary regulation (unrelated to the medical 
procedure itself). SB 1301 would alter and clarify California law to allow healthcare 
providers, acting within their existing scopes of practice, to both perform and assist in 
the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

Current California law relating to abortion Is inconsistent and in places Incoherent 
Yet the health care system is intended to serve each Individual according to his or 
her needs, rather than to act as an enforcer for the will of any interest group. SB 
1301 would make the laws accessible and consistent so that choice is not blocked. 
Please vote Aye on SB 1301 when It is heard in Senate Judiciary Committee on 
April 9, 2002. 

Sincerely, 

/Jt;;l-flbde 
Robert Black, MD 
Chair, AAP-cA State Government Affairs Committee 

cc: Senate Judiciary Committee 
Kris Carvin, MA, AAP·CA Executive Director 
Jackie Miller, Legislative Advocate 
Jo Ann l\4acigan (CaiWACHC) 
Katie Trueworthy (Planned parenthood) 
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Jonct K. Hayes 
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Dione M.L. Tan 
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From the omc:e or: Executive omce 

CALIFORNIA 
WOMEN 
LAWYERS 

650 Howe Ave., Suite 555 
Sactamenlo, CA 95825 
Phone: (916) 646-3114 

E-mail: cwlsac@cwo.com 
www.ewlorg 

March 28, 2002 

Senator Sheila James Kuehl 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) 

Dear Senator Kuehl : 

APR 4 2002 

California Women Lawyers (CWL) supports Senate Bill 1301, by Senator Kuehl, 
which will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights Jaw 
that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy 
Act, protects women by ensuring reproductive health care services are performed in the 
safest manner possible while eliminating the stigma the law has historically placed on 
the option of abortion services. 

SB 130 I increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse 
practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-
surgical abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state Jaw to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make 
decisions regarding their own reproductive health. 

Please vote Aye on SB 1301 when it is heard in Senate Judiciary Committee on 
April 9, 2002. 

Sincerely, 

Belynda Reck 
President 

Amllou:s: A.rltrn Ptrcofic lunrricun Womtn LuwytrJ A/linnet; Black Womm l.u"?'trl Assorrntlan nf Las An&tltr: Contra Corrn Counry Bnr Anncinrintt ·Won"n Stet/on: Fr 
Ktm County \Vomm Lawym: Lu»ytrs Club r>/ Sun DlrgtJ; Afonrrrey County IVnm<n U.w)trJ: Napa Co..nty \Vmnrn Ornntt County \Vnmtn Luwyus: Quun ·s Dt 
lAW\'fT1 Allinnet: Santo Durbma \Vmnt n I..Jll4'YI'rs: Santa Clara County AJSDdDtiDif Womtlf l..nwytrs Cnmm/1/,.t; Salmtn Couurv \Vomtn 111 thl' Law: \Von,.n UJwvtrs A 
Ln»ym' ASJociorion of San Lms Obisf'O Cormty: IVomtn La"'"'' of AlamcdD Ct1u111y: ll'omtn Lu"'1t fJ Stcriun t>f San Mulfft Counry Bar ASJt><iDJion: \Vunun of L 
Socramtnru. IVonotn LukyaJ of Santa Cru.: Cotmry; Wom<n Lawytrs ofVcnturo Cowory 
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L/CA Oldtr Women•s League of California 
9l6 J Street #111'7, Saeramento CA 9S814 

• (916) 444-lS26 .. Fax (916) 441-1881 
' . . 

• •' "'1 

VOICES OF MID LIFE AND OLDtR WOMEN .::·; . .· 

Support for SB 1301 Kuehl 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, Ca 95814 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

: •* .. ·.:.: .. : .. 
.... . . . # 

• 0 .0 :o 
I' • • ... ._. ' :-.. 0 o'o 

o. io ; 

... ·· ',I., 
oO d 

'· .·.: .. ' 
The Older Women's League is pleased to be a supporter of SB 1301, ·! 

Reproductive Privacy Act. This bill does many things to clarify the 
women and the roles of professionals in the matter of abortion. With 
availability of new methods of abortion, this bill is especially The 
provisions of this bill will eliminate barriers which could impede care. 
privacy of this bill reflect the respect for women's 
premise which Is inherent in the bill. :. ; ,.( l 

0! ; • .: • 

We have come to understand that this is an unending subject for disstiTt::We 
believe that stating the issue os this bill work well.for 
the future of California women. :··: · ·· 

"! •• . ... _,, .. : . ' .. 
Yours truly, ·: >: .. : 

Be11y Perry 
Public Policy Director 
Older Women's League of California 
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APR. 4 .2002 t 0:4SAM COMM ON THE STATUS OF lr-OI"EN 

STATE OF 
COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 
1303 J St reet. Suite 400 
sacrame r'ltO, CA 9S81vl.900 

April 3, 2002 

The Honorable Martha Escutia, Chairperson 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 2205 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Escutia: 

Re: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act 

N0. 697 P. l/1 

GAAY 0AVIS, GOVEI\NOA. 

The California Commission on the Status of Women requests your "aye" vote on SB 
1301. This measure would enact a constitutionally sound reproductive rights law 
ensuring that a Californian's right to privacy and the decision to choose a safe and legal 
abortion is protected, now and in the future. 

SB 1301 would increase access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion such as 
mifepristone (RU-486) by allowing healthcare providers, within their particular scope of 
practice, to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 
Further, SB 1301 would delete the unconstitutional and unenforceable provisions of 
existing state law that create confusion and inconsistency with regard to abortion. 

Women's access to health care, including reproductive health care, has been a long-
standing priority for the Commission. The Reproductive Privacy Act is critical to the 
preservation of a California woman's constitutional right to make decisions regarding her 
reproductive health. 581301 would protect her fundamental right to privacy and ensure 
access to a safe and legal abortion. 

For these reasons, we ask that you vote .. aye•• on SB 1301. If we can be of any 
assisance to you, please contact our Executive Director, Mary Wiberg, or our Legislative 
Coordinator, Vicki Atwood, at 916-445-3173. 

Elmy Bermejo, Chairperson 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Members/Senate Judiciary Committee 

(916) ++S-3173 • (916) 3:U·9406 fax • lnfo@women.ca.gov • www.women.ca.gov 
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APR. 4.2002 10 =54AM COMM ON THE STATUS OF 1-.CI"EN 

STATE OF. CALIFORNIA 
COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 
1303 J Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 9S81+·:1900 

April 3, 2002 

The Honorable Martha Escutia, Chairperson 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 2205 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Escutia: 

Re: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act 

N0.698 P.2/2 

<iAAY DAVIS, CiOVEnNOI\ 

The California Commission on the Status of Women requests your "aye" vote on SB 
1301. This measure would enact a constitu1ionally sound reproductive rights law 
ensuring that a Californian's right to privacy and the decision to choose a safe and legal 
abortion is protected, now and in the future. 

SB 1301 would increase access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion such as 
mifepristone (RU-486) by allowing healthcare providers, within their particular scope of 
practice, to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non"surgical abortions. 
Further, SB 1301 would delete the unconstitutional and unenforceable provisions of 
existing state law that create confusion and inconsistency with regard to abortion. 

Women's access to health care, including reproductive health care, has been a long-
standing priority for the Commission. The Reproductive Privacy Act Is critical to the 
preservation of a California woman's constitutional right to make decisions regarding her 
reproductive health. SB1301 would protect her fundamental right to privacy and ensure 
access t.o a safe and legal abortion. 

For these reasons, we ask that you vote "aye" on SB 1301. If we can be of any 
assisance to you, please contact our Executive Director, Mary Wiberg, or our Legislative 
Coordinator, Vicki Atwood, at 916-445-3173. 

Elmy Bermejo, Chairperson 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Members/Senate Judiciary Committee 

(916) ++S-.3173 • (916) 3ll.-9466 fax • • www.women.ca.gov 
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l'u: (9161 4 .. rz-1 i·t.s II N () N 

The Honorable Shiela Kuehl 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Scnntor Kuohl: 

Re: SB 130 l -- ·Suppo1t 

The ACLU supports SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, which 
replaces the antiquated iU'Chaic and \Ulconstitutional provisions 
Therapeutic Aborlion Act or 1967. In addition, SB J 301 provides women with 
greater access to early non-surgical abotiions by allowing mid level 
practitioners, pursuanllo their current scope of practice to provide 
mifcpristonc (RU-486) 11nder physician supervision. Finally, SB 1301 makes 
California's ahorlion law consistent with the principles established by 
rcaftin11s tho United Supreme Court's 1973 Roe v. Wade decision, in wltich the 
United States Supreme Court estabHshcd rccognit"..ed that the right to privacy 
protected a woman's right to choose an abortion. 

Unc:onstitutional Provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act Should be 
Repealed 

Jn 1967, Govcmor Reagan signed the Thcrapl(utic Aborlion Act. 
[I] Heallh & Safcl.y Code Sections 25950-25954, now codified nt llealth & 
Safely Code Sections 123400-123450. As written, 1he Act established 
restrictive eligibility criteria for abortions, [2] stringent procedures for 
authorizing abortion, [3] requirements that abortions occur in accredited 

requirements that only doctors pctfonn abortions, and an absolute 
ban on abortion past the 20th week of pregnancy. Abortions unauthorized by 
lho Act were felonies. People who performed abortions, women who obtained 
them, and people who assisted women in tctminaling pregnancies, were subject 
to incarceration. Penal Code Sections 274-276. 

Jn ;'llovcmbcr 1972, the California Supreme Courl struck down the 
1967 Act's cligibi lily criteria and authorization procedures. People v. 
/Jarksdalc, 8 Cal. 3d 320 (1972). Essentially, Barksdale created abortion on 
request, but retained the Act's limils on who could perform abortions, where 
they took place, and limits on late abortions. 

---------···- ... .. ·-. ··--------------··-· . . ·- ------------·-.. -- ....... ..... . 
ACI.ll ( )It N II H'I)II·Itl>: C:AI. J I'I)C NI I\ 
D.muhy M l:hrht h. /:\rlllf/1\ /)uM•r 
I r.l\ i " ' ....... ... Slrt'l' • ,;,.,,,. oi(o<r 
S.on I r.u oCi\ttl ' ( ' I\ \)•I 
( t .,) (,: I •·J\1 I 

1\C:I.lJ 0 1' :i0 111'11 k HN I.AJ. Il.(III N JI\ 
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1\ 11t'Vl'lly llll'tl 
I•K An; :d"; • 1:1\ 'l"•nl\ 
(" i 1'>77 

ACJ.ll Ill· S-\N l>ll:(:n & IM I> I!JI IAL C o UN'l' ll'.S 
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APR-0 1-02 tlON 05 : 20 PH FAX NO. 

Three months later, tl1c U11itcd States Supremo Court issued its landmark 1973 
decisions recognizing abmtion as a constitutional right. Those opinions 
made il clear thnt two ofCalifon1ia's remaining restrictions on 
abortion-the Jimitation (Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973)) and the 
hospitalization requirement (Doe v.llolton, 410 U.S. 179 
tlnconsl iluliona]. 

Despite all these constitutional decisions, the California 
Legislature has never repealed any portion of the 1967 Act 11te entire Act 
remains on the books. The L-egislature has, over the years, passed new laws 
rclnting to abortion, which arc codified with the Act. Some oftho.se are 
inconsistent wilh Jlrovjsions of the 1967 Acl. [ 4] 

r year, the Legislnture repealed the Penal Code provisions 
that make abortion n felony. (5] At the same time, the Legislature amended 
the Business & Professions Code to define as unprofessional conduct 
abortions performed or assisted by people acting outside the scope of valid 
licenses. 'J'his provision is also inconsistent with the Act's doctor-only 
rcs(Jiction. Businoss & Professions Code Section 2253(b), 

SB 1301 repeals sections o(thc Therapeutic Abortion Act, 
that have hcen found unconstitutional, and replaces it with a law 
lha.l rcnects constitutional principles. 

Cunent California Law Addressed hy the Reproductive Privacy Act 

California Jaw now has two major restrictions on abortion: the 
doctor-only Jimit and the ban on post-20 week abortions. It is not clear 
whether either is valid, becauoo of collflicts between the 1967 
Act and subsequent laws, constitutional problems, and arguably incorrect 
cmforccmcni opinions from anti-choice Attorneys Genct·al. 

J. Midlevcl Practitioners Should be Able to Perform Non·Surgical 
Abortions When They Arc Within Their Scopes of Practice 

Cnlifomia .statuto says that only doctors may "perfoml, aid or assist or 
attempt" ahortion. (Health & Safety Code Section 123405.) The law is not 
cnforccil as strictly and expansively as written; clinicians such as nurses 
assist with abortions. Moreover. tho Jaw cannot be reconciled, either with 
other sections of the abortion statLttc [6] ot with Catifomja's Jaws 
governing other ndvanccd practice clinicians. Howevc;r, an Attorney General 
opinion by Dan Lungren says that the doctor-only law trumps all other 
inconsistent Jaws, and applies hoth to surgical and to medical abortions. 
74 Ops. Cnl. AHy, Gl)n, lOl (1991). This restriction made sense in 19G7, 
when doctors were the only licensed professionals skilled in surgery, then 
tile only pmccdurc for terminating a pregnancy. However, changes in 
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medicine and technology have l'endercd this restriction obsolete, 
inconsistent with laws goveming alI other health care, and wmecessary to 
ensure patient safety. With the licensing of advanced practice clinicians, 
such as physicions' a.">sistants, certified nurse-midwives and nurse 
prtlctitioncrs, California women should have expanded access to early, 
nonsurgical abortions delivered by qualified clinicians. 

SB 1301 clnri!ics that mid level prnctitioncrs- nurse practitioners, nurse 
midwives, nnd physician acting within their scopes of practice 
may perform or assist in performing nonsurgical abortions, including 
providing mifcpristone (RU-486), a.n early method of abortion. Abortion 
should not be treated differently from any other medical procedure, If a 
mid level practitioner has the authority to administer medicali.0\1 
under his or her scope of practice, then he or she should be able to do so 
in the 11bortion context. 

2. California's Standard on the Right to Choose rut Abortion Should 
Coufonn with Roe v. Wade 

Tho Culiforrtia statuto says that no abortion past the 20th week of pregnancy 
fs legaL (Health & Safety Code Section 123410.) However, this provision 
is unconstitutional as written. Uniled.Statcs Supreme Court decisions 
establish thnt the Cnlifomia law js unconstitutional, for three reasons. 
First, the state may not ban abortions before fetal viabi1ity. Roe v. Wade, 
410 U.S. 113 (1973); Doe v. Bolton, 410 U.S. 179 (1973). Second, the state 
may not define fetal viability according to gestational age, but must allow 
f()r an indi viduolizcd determination by the attending physician. Planned 
Parenthood of C.cntral Missouri v. Danforth, 428 U.S. 52 (1976); Colauttl v. 
li'rtulldin, 439 U.S. 379 (1979). Third, even after viability, the state may 
no I force a woman to carry a prcgnnncy to term that jeopardir.es her lifo or 
hcahh. Roe v, Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973); Doe v. Bolton, 410 U.S. 179 
('J 973), 

However, an Attorney General opinion by George Dcukmcjian says that the Jaw 
may be enforced if interpreted to ban only abortions of viable fetuses with 
no life or hcallh factors jusli fyiug the termination. 65 Ops. Cal. Atty. 
Ge::n. 261 (1982), We believe that the law is entirely void and unenforccablo, 
illHllhnt. no time limit therefore currently exists on abortion in 
Culifamia. 1\vo lrial courts have (7] 

Tho Hcproductivc Privacy Act imports the standards established by Roe v. 
Wade providing that "the state may not deny or intetfere with a woman's 
right !o choose or obtain an abortion prior to viahilily of lhe fetus, or 
when the ahortion js Hcce:>silry to preserve the life or health of the woman," 
SB 130 I confirms California's commitment to the rights set forlh in the 
Supreme Court's history tuling. 
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With the composition of the Supreme Court likely to change soon, 
Ca 1i fomians, now more than ever, need to protect their right to 
reproductive privacy. 

Tfyou or your staiiwould Jikc to our comments, please call us. 

Sincerely, 

:{tauecvt'l 5-4{7 
FRANcrsco ufnAco 
Legislative Director 

VALERIE SMALL NAY ARRO 
l-egislative Advocate 

cc: Members ami Consultant, Senate Judiciary Committee 

( J] The Abortion Act replaced California's old 1850 criminal 
nborlion Jaw, which pcm1ittcd abortion only to save the life of the pregnant 
woman. Two year's later, in a criminal proseculion of a doctor arising out 
of the old criminal law. the California Supreme Court ruled the olrl law 
unconstitutional. People v. Helous, 71 Cal. 2d 954 (1969). 

[2) Ahortions were pcnnittcd only where the pregnancy seriously 
jcopanlizcd a woman's physical or mental health or where the pregnancy 
resulted from or incest, which had been promptly 1\.l'Orted to law 
enforcement authorities. 

[3] The Act hospital committees to approve each abortion. 

[ 4) For example, the laws on who can pcrfonn or assist in pcrfo1ming 
nborlions cannot be reconciled. Sec discussion below. 

[5] SB 370-Burton. 

[6] The limitation is inconsistent with Health & Safety Code 
Section 123420, grnnting the right to refuse to "directly participate'' in 
abortion to "a physician, n registered nurse, a licensed vocational nurse, 
or any other person employed or with staff privileges at a hospital, 
facility or clinic." In addition, Business and Professions Code Section 
2253(b) authorizes discipline against unlicensed practitioners who "pcrfom1 
or assisl" in performing abortions; authorized practitioners are defined to 
include any person with "a valid, uru·cvoked, and unsuspended license to 
pmclicc as :1 physicinn and surgeon ... or ... a certificate obtained in 
nccordanco with some other provision of law that authorizes him or her to 
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pcrfo1111 or assist in performing a surgical abotiion." 

(7] The ACt ,U filed two lawsuits arguing thal the Attorney General could not 
redraft the 1967 law, that the absolute 20-week ban was plainly 
unconl'lilutional and that il was up to the Legislature to write a new law if 
it wanted to do so. Califotnia's slalutory 20-week limit is neither valid 
nor cnforccahle. The Superior Courts, in Sacramento and Los Angeles, both 
agreed with us. Because lhe Attorney General failed to appeal either 
dcdsion, no binding stalowidc prcccdcnl exists. However, the trial court 
opinion from Los Angeles is cited in Feminist Women's Health Center v. 
Philohosian, 157 Cal. App. 3d 1076, 1084 n. 3 (1982). 
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Shaping Tomorrow's Health Cart 
www.calnurse.org 

March 28, 2002 

The Honorable Martha Escutia, Chair 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 5080 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Escutia: 

RE: SB 1301 (Kuehl) - SUPPORT 
Senate Judiciary Committee- April 9, 2002 

The California Nurses Association supports Senate Bill 1301, by Senator Kuehl, which 
will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights Jaw that protects 
privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, protects 
women by ensuring reproductive health care services are performed in the safest manner 
possible while eliminating the stigma the Jaw has historically placed on the option of 
abortion services. 

SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse 
practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical 
abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make decisions 
regarding their own reproductive health. 

We urge your "Aye" vote on SB 1301. 

Sincerely, 

Vicki Bermudez, RN 
Regulatory Policy Specialist 

Cc: Members, Senate Judiciary Committee 
Consultant 

.J CNA OAKLAND 
HEADQUARTERS 
2000 Franklin St, Stc 300 
Oaklllnd. CA 
(510) 27.l·2200 
Fax: (51 0) 663-1625 

Senator Sheila Kuehl 

0 CNA SAC.RAMENTO 
1107 !>'" Stret:t, Stc 900 
Sncramcnto, CA 95814 
(916) 446-5021 
Fax: (916) 446·631 !> 

0 CNA SAN JOSE 
101 Race Street 
San Jose, CA 95126 
(408) 920·0290 
Fax: (408) 920·0362 

OCNA FRESNO 
125 E. BarMow, Stc: 112 
Fresno, CA 93710 
(559) 248-1\.148 
Fax: (559) 2-18·1940 

0 CNA SANTA MONICA 
425 Wesl Broadw:1y, Stc Ill 
Glendale, CA C) 1204 
(811:!} 240-1 C)()() 
FDK: (818) 240-8336 

0 CNA SAN DIECO 
3160 Cammo del Rio South 
San Dicg(l r/i 0') 

(619) 5 16 
Fax· (61?J 
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A PEOPLE ...:!1/I"A F 0 R TH E 
\ AMERICAN 

Y """ WAY .. -. 

By Facsimile and Mail 
March 27, 2002 

Hon. Sheila Kuehl 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
Capitol Building No. 4032 
Sacramento , California 95814 

Re: California Reproductive Act - Senate Bill 1301 

Dear Senator Kuehl : 

We are writing on behalf of People For the American Way and 
our more than 50 , 000 California members in strong support of 
Senate Bill 1301, the California Reproductive Privacy Act . For 
over twenty years, People For the American Way has worked to 
defend our nation's commitment to fundamental civil rights and 
constitutional liberties, including women's reproductive rights . 
SB 1301 will help secure and promote the privacy and reproductive 
rights of California women and we urge the Senate Judiciary 
Committee to support this important legislation. 

The California Reproductive Privacy Act ("the Actn) would 
repeal outdated state law provisions restri cting a woman's right 
to choose that have been found unconstitutional in court and 
would replace them with an explicit recognition and protection of 
privacy rights established by the U. S. Supreme Court in its 1973 
Roe v . Wade decision. The Act explicitly protects the right to 
choose or refuse birth control and the right to bear a child or 
to terminate an unwanted pregnancy prior to viability and in 
cases wheLa Lo iife and health oi che 
woman. While People For the American Way is working hard along 
with others to ensure that a future Supreme Court will not 
reverse Roe v . Wade and undermine the right to privacy, the 
threat is real and it makes sense for California to add its 
significant voice t o this fight and to secure these rights for 
its residents for generations to come . 

In addition, the California Reproductive Privacy Act would 
increase women's access to early and safe methods of terminating 
an unwanted pregnancy, including the use of mifepristone also 
known as RU-486 and other "emergency contraceptives.n The Act 
would remove unwarranted restrictions that had been placed at an 
earlier time on the ability of nurses and other health 
practitioners to d i spense medicine and to assist in the 
performing of abortions withi n the scope of thei r practice, 

28'>1 Sourh Barrington Avenue .. Los Angeles, CA 90064 
Tc:lcphone 310.478.66) 7 ,. FJX 310.478.5857 "" E-mail pfawca@pfaw.org .. Web site hup:l/www.pf.tw.org 
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performing of abortions within the scope of their practice, 
licenses and certificates as authorized by law. These outdated 
restrictions had singled out procedures related to abortion and 
applied unnecessary regulations that are not applicable to much 
more complex medical functions and procedures. SB 1301 would 
ensure that qualified health care professionals, acting within 
the existing scope of their practice, would be able to treat 
patients in the area of reproductive health as they do in other 
medical areas. 

In sum, SB 1301 is a sound and important piece of 
legislation that will help protect the privacy rights and 
reproductive health of California women. We urge you to pass SB 
1301 out of committee and to support the enactment of this 
legislation as soon possible. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph G. Neas 
President California Director 

Cc: Members of the Senate Judiciary 
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EMOCRATIC 
0 l\1:EN of SANTA BARBARA COUN'IY 

ApriJ2,2002 

The Honorable Martha Escutia, Chair 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 5080 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE; Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl} 

Dear Senator Escutia: 

At a recent board meeting, Democratic Women of Santa Barbara County voted to endorse 
SB 1301 by Senator Kuehl This bill will ensure that California has a constitutionally 
sound .tights law that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. sa 1301, 
the Reproductive Privacy Act. protects women by ensunng reproductive health care 
services are performed in the safest manner: possible while eliminating the stigma the law 
has historically' placed on the option of abortion services. 

As you know, SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by 
allowing nurse practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perform 
non-surgical abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make decisions 
regarding their own reproductive health. · 

Please vota Aye on SB 1301 when it is heard in Senate Judiciary Committee on 
April 9, 2002. 

Sincerely, . 
fnrbli cle u f5et7 

Barbie Deutsch 
President 

cc: Senator Jack O'Connell 
Assemblymember Hannah-Beth Jackson 
Senator Sheila Kuehl v 

P.O. Box 906SS Santa Barbara CA 93190 (805) 568-5932 DernWome• 
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April 8, 2002 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

CRUZ M. BUSTAMANTE 
JLieutenant 

of QCalifornia 

As CO-SPONSOR of SB 1301, I am writing to express my SUPPORT for your bill - which 
establishes the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

SB 1301 is a critical advance in ensuring California's women their fundamental right to privacy. The 
provisions outlined in this bill provide greater freedom for women by allowing them the right to 
choose whether or not to accept birth control and whether to give birth or obtain an abortion. 

By deleting the provisions of the existing Therapeutic Privacy Act that require approval for an 
abortion by a committee of medical staff, SB 1301 gives more confidentiality to women. Eliminating 
the requirement of approval leaves the responsibility and decision-making power of reproductive 
health in the hands of California's women. 

This legislation also removes the state from playing a role in a woman's decision about her body, as 
well as making it the policy of the state that every woman has the fundamental right to privacy. 
Allowing women the right to make their own reproductive decisions is an essential element of 
privacy. 

Again, I offer my support of SB 1301 and congratulate you in your efforts to increase the rights and 
options of California's women. Thank you for authoring this important piece of legis lation. 

Sincerely, 

M. BUSTAMANTE 
Lieutenant Governor 

cc: Ms. Kathy Kneer, Director 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

CM13/KM:jl 

State Capitol, Room 1114, Sacramento, CA 95814 • Phone (916) 445-8994 • Fax (916) 323-4998 
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ARCHDIOCESES OF LOS ANGELES AND SAN FRANCISCO 
DIOCESES OF FRESNO. MONTEREY. OAKLAND. ORANGE. SACRAMENTO. SAN BERNARDINO. SAN DIEGO. SAN JOSE. SANTA ROSA AND STOCKTON 

BYZANTINE CATHOLIC EPARCHY OF VAN NUYS. MARONITE CATIIOLIC EPARCHY OF OUR LADY OF LEBANON OF LOS ANGELES 

April3, 2002 

Honorable Martha Escutia 
Chair, Senate Judiciary Committee 
California State Capitol, Room 5080 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 1301 {Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act 

Dear Senator Escu tia, 

The California Catholic Conference opposes SB 1301. 

The "Therapeutic Abortion Act" is still in the statute books for California and most citizens in 
this state think that it is a reasonable law that reflects current abortion practice. However, 
except for the requirement that a licensed physician perform an abortion and the "conscience 
clause" exemption for practitioners, the Courts have judged much of the entire 1971 Act 
unconstitutional. 

SB 1301 would explicitly make "abortion-on-demand" legal in California, signaling a dramatic 
change in the status of abortion law -from not banned to affirmed. SB 1301 would delineate 
that California not only permits abortion to be practiced without resh·ictions, but that California 
legally enshrines it as good public practice and policy. SB 1301 would rename the law the 
"Reproductive Privacy Act/' thereby equating surgical abortion with other issues classified as 
"reproductive," such as contraception, sterilization, infertility, and even cloning. 

Most abortions in California do not take place in hospitals but are performed in abortion clinics. 
However these clinics, unlike all other freestanding medical c1inics, have been exempted from 
the Department of Health Services regulations, a puzzling and dangerous situation for women 
undergoing an abortion. If abortion is legal, why do women receive this shoddy treatment? 
Are these women not entitled to a safe, clean and regulated surgical environment? 

Compounding this regulations oversight, no abortion statistics are kept. Californians do not 
know the number of abortions performed in their state, the number and type of identifiable 
complications resulting from the procedure, or the frequency of emergency admissions 
following the procedure. In other words, abortion clinics are exempted from keeping the same 
statistics that are expected and kept by other medical clinics regarding their medical 
procedures. Many identifiable fertility problems can be traced directly to abortion, yet in 
California we neither gather the pertinent data nor make women aware of the possible 
correlation. 

1119 K Sueet. 2nd Aoor + Sacramento. 95814- 3904 
(916! 443-4851 + FAX: 1916) 443·5629 
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l 

SB 1301 
Apri13, 2002 

Is this new law going to hamper or hinder a reform of this industry, to practice consonant with 
what most reasonable people would expect? 

With this new statutory designation, you, and all members of the Legislature, could possibly 
preclude any local control reflective of community mores. For example, with this law a local 
hospital district would have no choice but to offer abortions at their community facilities, and 
local school districts could not refrain from offering abortion and contraceptive services at their 
schools, with or without a parent's permission. This law may even possibly repeal, by 
implication, the only two remaining pieces of the current law. 

The Catholic Church consistently opposes abortion. Although we understand that abortion-on-
demand is legal and practiced in California, we are diJ·ecting our efforts toward advocating 
common sense restrictions on abortion practices that would mitigate its ill effects on women, 
children and society as a whole. Unfortunately, even a level of oversight and restriction that 
most people view as reasonable and necessary would be precluded by the provisions of this act. 
Under this law, there would be the possibility that someone other than a physician could 
perform a "non-surgical" abortion. There would be no ability to limit abortion when a fetus is 
definitely viable, even in the ninth month! With this new law, what is moral when it comes to 
desb·oying life is to be decided solely by each individual. 

Even though we view abortion as immoral and will not support any version of legal abortion, 
we ask that you revise SB 1301 to require that California's abortion practice be subject to the 
same common sense restrictions and oversight already imposed on other medical facilities. 

Thank you for your diligent work in these interesting times. Should you have any questions 
regarding our position, please contact Carol Hogan or myself at (916) 443-4851. 

Yours Sincerely, .. 
Edward E. 
Executive Director 

cc: Members of the Senate Judiciary Committee 
Senator Sheila Kuehl, author 
Claudia Wrazel, consultant 

/lp 
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California Medical Association 
120 1 J Srreet. Sacrnmenco, CA 958 14-2906 • (916) 444-5532 
Physicians dedicated to the health of Califomians 

April 9, 2002 

Senator Martha Escutia, Chair 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 5080 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Escutia: 

RE: 
CMA Position: 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) 
Support 

The California Medical Association, representing over 34,000 California 
physicians supports Senate Bill1301 (as amended on April 8), by Senator Kuehl, 
which will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights 
law that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the Reproductive 
Privacy Act codifies existing case law that provides access to safe and legal 
reproductive health services, including abortion services. 

In addition, SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion 
by allowing nurse practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, 
to perform non-surgical abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. The 
April 8 amendments define non-surgical abortion as the use of pharmacologic 
agents, which are crucial to this bill as it needs to be clear we are not permitting 
anyone other than physicians to perform invasive procedures due to concerns 
regarding safety. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional, unenforceable and 
antiquated provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an 
innovative leader in ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the 
constitutional right to make decisions regarding their own reproductive health. 

Please vote Aye on SB 1301 when it is heard in Senate Judiciary Committee 
on April 9, 2002. 

Cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
The Members of the Senate Judidary Committee 
Claudia Wrazel. Consultant, Senate Judiciary Committee 
Mike Peterson. Consultant, Senate Republican Caucus 
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PPACa 
' (P-J 

Providing responsible choices through advocacy and political action. 

March 19, 2002 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California (PPAC) supports Senate Bill1301, by 
Senator Kuehl, which will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound 
reproductive rights law that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the 
Reproductive Privacy Act, protects women by ensuring reproductive health care services 
are perfonned in the safest manner possible while eliminating the stigma the law bas 
historically placed on the option of abortion services. 

SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse 
practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perfonn non-surgical 
abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state Jaw to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make 
decisions regarding their own reproductive health. 

Please vote Aye on SB 1301 when it is heard in Senate Judiciary Committee on April 
9, 2002. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Dunlap 
Vice President of Public Policy 

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 5 10 • Sacramento, Ca lifornia 95814-4581 • Phone (91 6) 446-5247 • Fax (916) 441-0632 • www. 
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ElVIOCRA TIC 
0 JVIEN of SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

March 22, 2002 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: 881301 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

' ' ' 1.-..) 

At our recent Board Meeting, Democratic Women of Santa Barbara County voted to 
endorse SB 1301 and we would like to add our name to the list of organizations co-
sponsoring and supporting the bill. 

Democratic Women is a grass-roots organization with a current membership of 150 women 
and men. We recently sent out our annual membership letters and we think we will top 
200 paid members within the next month. Our mailings go to more than 700 people in our 

-- community. 

Reproductive choice is one of the major concerns of Democratic Women and we applaud 
you for taking this step to ensure that all women are able to enjoy the privacy they deserve. 

Thank you for your vigilance on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

rkut-eh 
Barbie Deutsch 
President 

cc: Senator Jack O'Connell 
Assemblymember Hannah-Beth Jackson 

P.O. Box 90655 Santa Barbara CA 93190 (805) 568-5932 DcmWomen 
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March 22, 2002 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
California State Senate 
P.O. Box 942848 
Sacramento, CA 94248-0001 

Re: SB 1301 - Support 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

,. 
\1 ! 

The League ofWomen Voters of California is pleased to support your bill SB 1301, 
the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

This bill rids California of the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967 
which are antiquated and unconstitutional. It firmly establishes California's 
commitment to the fundamental right of freedom of reproductive choice by affinning 
the privacy rights established by Roe v. Wade. In addition, it assures women increased 
access to safe and early methods of abortion by clarifying the ability of health care 
providers, acting within their existing scopes of practice, to perfonn or assist in 
performance of surgical and nonsurgical abortions. 

The League of Women Voters supports reproductive freedom and believes that 
public policy in a pluralistic society must affirm the constitutional right of privacy of 
the individual. SB 130 I is right for the citizens of California. It will safeguard the 
privacy of women and ensure that reproductive health care policy guards the safety 
and health of women in California. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Inatsugu 
President 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-919

1579



AP2 - 195

AMERICAN MEDICAL WOMEN'S ASSOCIATION 

March 20, 2002 

Senator Sheila Kuehl 
Capitol Building 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Kuehl, 

On behalf of the American Medical Women's Association, a national organization of 
women physicians and medical students, I wish to express our strong support of S.B. 
1301 

We are a strongly prochoice organization. We do teaching and training of physicians in 
medical abortion techniques such as the use of mifepristone, and have many abortion 
providers among our members. We are delighted that that you have taken this strong 
stance to protect choice in California Jaw, and will support your bill in every way. 

Siqcerely yours, 
/ f, )/1 ' 

I/,'/ It.' L/'U--<--t-. 
Marjorie Braude M.D. 
Legislative Committee, California Region, American Medical Women's Association 
11973 San Vicente Blvd. #211 
Los Angeles, California 90049 
310-476-2055 

,:'Jpr:;srmt ing Wome11 in. Medicine Since 1915 
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FROM : WLALA 
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March 18, 2002 

MAR.20.2002 5:33PM P 2 
PHONE NO. : 2138928948 

VIA FACSIMILE TO (916) 324-4823 and VIA U.S. MAIL 

The Honorable Shelia Kuehl 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

The Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles (WLALA) strongly urges the 
passage of Senate Bill Number 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

SB 1301 is an important piece of legislation because it seeks to protect the right 
to choice in California, provides women greater access to early non-surgical abortion 
methods, deletes unconstitutional laws, and treats abortion like other comparable medical 
procedures 

Thank you for sponsoring this legislation at a time when Roe v. Wade and a 
woman's right to choose is under attack. California's women need to know that their 
right to a full range of medical services, including the right to a safe and legal abortion. 
will be safe regardless of action taken on the federal level. 

As a past president of WLALA, you know that for more than 83 years, WLALA 
has been a powerful and respected advocate of women attorneys, women in general, 
persons of color, the djsadvantaged, and the under-represented in Southern California. 
With approximately 1,000 members, we are the voice of the largest local women's bar 
association in California. 

Please place WLALA on the list of SB t 301 's supporters. [f we can be of further 
assistance in any way, please contact Pro Choice and Reproductive Rights Committee 
Co-Chairs Kristina Scott at 626-535-0714 or Alison Regan at 310-394-4465. 

N. !Utt1A < t{ J 
Melissa N. Widdilield, 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 
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DISTRICT IX 

March 25,2001 

The Honorable Sheila James Kuehl 
Senate Judiciary Committee 

ACOG District IX 
1401 21st Street, Suite 370 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 442- 8865 
FAX: (916) 442-8857 
e-mail: district9@acog.org 

WOMEN'S HEALTH CARE PHYSICIANS 

State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 RE: Senate Bill1301 (Kuehl) 

A COG-IX Position: SUPPORT 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

The American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX, representing more than 
4300 practicing California physicians, strongly supports Senate Billl301 (Kuehl) which is 
scheduled to be heard in the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 91h. 

SB 1301 will repeal provisions of Califomia's Therapeutic Abortion Act which have been found 
unconstitutional by the courts and replace them with a clear statement regarding a woman's right 
to choose. This measure also clarifies the role of health care professionals in the provision of 
abortion services. It is our understanding that an amendment will be taken to the bill on April 91h 

in the Senate Judiciary Committee which clarifies what is meant by nonsurgical abortion. We 
strongly support the inclusion of this amendment. 

ACOG, District IX believes that termination of a pregnancy before viability is a medical matter 
between a woman and her physician. We support access to care for all individuals, irrespective of 
financial status, and the availability of all reproductive options. We also oppose any unnecessary 
regulations or laws which serve to limit or delay access to care, such as those provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act which arc being repealed by this measure. 

For these reasons, we have taken a SUPPORT position on SB 1301 anrlurge your AYE vote 
when this measure comes before you in the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 9th. Ifl may 
provide you with additional information regarding our position on this measure, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at 415.258.9926. 

Sincerely, 

Uan M. Hall, JD 
Legislative Advocate 

CHAIR 
Josephine L. Von Herzen, MD 
550 Washington Street, #725 
San D•ego, CA 921 03 

D ISTRICT IX OFFICERS 191J9-2002 
VICE CHAIR SECRETARY 

James M acer, MD Betty K. Tu, MD 
1 0 Congress Street, #400 17922 Filch 
Pasadena, CA 9 11 OS Irvine, CA Y2614 

TREASURER 
Jeanne Conry, MD 
8204 Canlershi 
Granite Bay, Cl 
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83/27/2082 13:82 318-478-5857 

aon . Sheila Kuehl 

P F A W F - CA 

A PEOPLE 
FOR THE 

\ AMERICAN r 

By Facsimile and Mail 
March 27, 2002 

Senate Judiciary Committee 
Capitol Building No. 4032 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Re: Californta Reproductive Privacy Act - Senate Bill 1301 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

We are writing on behalf of People For the American Way and 
our more than 50,000 California members in strong support of 
Senate Bill 1301, the California Reproductive Privacy Act. · For 
over twenty years, People For the American Way bas worked to 
defend our nation's commitment to fundamental civil rights and 
constitutional including women's reproductive. rights. 
SB 1301 will help secure and promote the privacy and reproductive 
rights of California women and we urge the Senate Judiciary 
Committee to support this important legislation. 

The Califo.rnia Reproductive Privacy Act ("the .Act") would 
repeal outdated state law provisions restricting a woman's 
to choose that have been found unconstitutional in court and 
would replace them with an explicit recognition and protection of 
privacy rights established by the u.s. Supreme Court in its 1973 
Roe v. Wade decision. The Act explicitly protects the right to 
choose or refuse birth control and the right to bear a child or 
to terminate an unwanted pregnancy prior to and in 
cases where necessary to protect the life and health of the 
woman. While People For the American Way is working hard along 

others to ensure that a future Supreme Court will not 
reverse Roe Wade and undermine the right to privacy, the 
threat real and it makes sense for California to add its 
significant to this fight and to secure the3e rights for 
its residents for generations to com2 . 

In addition, the California Reproductive Privacy Act would 
increase women's access to early and safe methods of terminating 
an unwanted pregnancy, including the use of mifepristone also 
known a.:J RU-486 and other "emergency contraceptives." The Act 
would .remove unwarranted restrictions that had been placed at an 
earlier time on tbe ability of nurses and other health. 
practitioners to dispense medicine and to assist in the 

of abortions within the scope of their practice, 

2852 South B:urington Avenue " Los Angdc:s, CA 90064 . 
Tdcphonc 310.478.6657 ... Fu 310.478.5857 " E-mail phwo@pfzw.org " Web site: http!l/www.p&w.org 
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03/27/2BB2 13:82 310-478-5857 P F A W F - CA 

performing of abortions within the scope of their 
licenses and certificates as authorized by law. These outdated 
restrictions had singled out procedures related to abortion and · 
applied unnecessary regulations that are not applicable to much 
more complex medical functions and SB 1301 would 
ensure that qualified health care actinq ·within 
the existing scope of their practice, would be able to treat 
patients in the area of reproductive health as they do in other 
medical areas. 

In sum, SB 1301 is a sound and important piece of 
legislation that will help protect the privacy riqnts and 
reproductive health of California women. We urge you to pass SB 
1301 out of committee and to support the enactment of this 
legislation as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph G. Neas 
:President 

Julie Burton 
California Director 

cc: Members of the Senate Judiciary 

PAGE 83 
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March 18, 2002 

VIA FACSIMILE TO (916) 324-4823 and VIA U.S. MAIL 

The Honorable Shelia Kuehl 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

The Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles (WLALA) strongly urges the 
passage of Senate Bill Number 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

SB 1301 is an important piece of legislation because it seeks to protect the right 
to choice in California, provides women greater access to early non-surgical abortion 
methods, deletes unconstitutional laws, and treats abortion like other comparable medical 
procedures 

Thank you for sponsoring this legislation at a time when Roe v. Wade and a 
woman's right to choose is under attack. California's women need to know that their 
right to a full range of medical services, including the right to a safe and legal abortion, 
will be safe regardless of action taken on the federal level. 

As a past president of WLALA, you know that for more than 83 years, WLALA 
has been a powerful and respected advocate ofwomen attorneys, women in general, 
persons of color, the disadvantaged, and the under-represented in Southern California. 
With approximately I ,000 members, we are the voice of the largest local women's bar 
association in Cali fornia. 

Please place WLALA on the list of SB 130 I 's supporters. If we can be of further 
assistance in any way, please contact Pro Choice and Reproductive Rights Committee 
Co-Chairs Kristina Scott at 626-535-0714 or Alison Regan at 310-394-4465. 

rv. tl 
Melissa N. Widdi field, Presidenil 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 

•' I 
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Co-Sponsors and Supporters o(SB 1301 by Senator Sheila Kuehl: 

o American Association of University Women, California 

o American Association of University Women, San Jose Chapter 

o American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz Chapter 
o American Civil Liberties Union 

o American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX 

o California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action League 
o California Commission on the Status of Women 
o California Family Health Council 

o California Medical Association 
o California National Organization for Women 
o California Nurses Association 

o California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
o California Women Lawyers 

o Democratic Women's Club, Pebble Beach 
o Hadassah 

o League of Women Voters of California 

o Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern California Chapter 
o National Council of Jewish Women 

o National Health Law Program 

o National Latina Alliance 

o National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter 

o National Women's Political Caucus of California 

o Older Women's League 

o People for the American Way 

o Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

o Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 

o Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 

o Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino Counties 

o Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 

o Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
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GRaY pa}(theRs 
CALIFORNIA 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
State Capitol Mr. #4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

t • 

February 1, 2002 

Re: SB 1301 

5313 Fernwood Way 
Saaamento, CA 95841 
(916)332-5980 

Gray Panthers California joins with the distinguished list of supporters of your measure, SB 1301, 
the Reproductive Privacy Act. We believe that this is an important bill to seek a contemporary 
law governing abortion in California. 

Gray Panthers are concerned about the potential for erosion of women's rights, especially in view 
oflhe antiquated and unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1%7. We 

·have both a respect for our constitution and for women's rights to reproductive freedom. Your 
bill will place California in the role of leader in the US on issues of choice. 

Women should have an undeniable right to early abortion methods such as RU-486 and to health 
professionals who are protected in their ability to perfonn and assist in the performance of 
surgical and non-surgical abortions. This bill will protect these professionals. 

We strongly support the Roe v. Wade decision and stand finn against any threat to the rights that 
decision permitted. 

Thank you for taking the side of women. We will support you as we can in this measure. 

Sincerely, 

Joan B. Lee 
Legislative Liaison 
Gray Panthers California 

Ready for Action to 
Take on the futl 
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MAR. 5.2002 11:46AM COMM ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN N0.551 P.2/2 

STATE OF GRAY DAVIS, GOVEI\NOA. 

COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 
1303 J Street, Suite 400 
Sa<ramento, CA 95814-J.900 • ' • 

March 5, 2002 

The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
Member of the State Senate 
State Capitol, Room 4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

Re: Support for SB 1301 (Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act 

The California Commission on the Status of Women is supportive of your measure, SB 
1301 which would enact a contemporary law governing abortion in California. We agree 
that this measure is necessary in order to ensure that California women's right to 
reproductive freedom is protected by a constitutionally sound abortion law. 

The Commission has adopted as areas of focus for 2002 the Underserved, Equity, and 
Economic Autonomy, including Access to Health Care and the Preservation of Women's 
Reproductive Freedom. Women's reproductive freedom and access to reproductive 
health care are of paramount importance to the women of California, and continue to be 
a high priority for the Commission. 

If we can be of assistance to you at any time, please contact Vicki Atwood, the 
Commission's Legislative Coordinator, at 916-322-9462. 

Elmy Bermejo 
Chairperson 

cc: Jennifer Richard 

(916) 4-45-3173 • (9t6) 322.-9466 fax • in1o0lwomen.ca.gov • www.women.ca.gov 
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March 2, 2002 

The llonorable Sheila James Kuehl 
Califomia State Senate 
Sate Cupital, Room 4032 

Califomiu 95814 

RE: ss not 
Dear Senator' KuehJ, 

It is my to submit thi:> Jetter ()[ support for SB 1301 , the bi I I 
you have authl)red to ensure that Calif<.1mia has a constitutionally sound 
abortion law that wili protect privacy lights, now and in the future. 

As you know, a women's right to choose has been under constant attack 
since the U.S. Supreme Court decided Roe v. Wade. The conservative 
rightwing is as pcTh'istcnt as they are vicious in their crusade to eliminate 
hard fought gains for women and girls. We urc pleased that SU l3UJ 
will codify those gains thereby lessening Lhe conservative movt:ml!nL's 
anility to achieve its ultimate goal of eliminaring a wonum's right to 
choose. 

SB 1301 is a crucial piece of legislation. Your fellow CWI.C Board 
Members commend you fi1r your leadership in authoring the bill and we 
are proud to express our support. 

Sincerely, 

• 

Marjorie R. 
Executive Director 

6066+L£9+E:t Z 

l.UO HlU.iVARO SU ITE 1102 • LCS ( AllfOtNIA Y\l()t;) 

rH . 2 1 Al7 . 9900 rx 113 63 7 fMI\ I cwlcq ,.,.t,· bt:J 

Woluilo _.,..,. cwlc . org 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-929

1589



AP2 - 205

PM CARAL FAX :14153345610 PAGE 2 

ar: 
CARAL California Aborlion and Hcproduc:rivc IUshts 1\<:tion l.t:;Jguc 

March 5, 2002 

Senator Martha Escutia 
Chair, Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol Room 5080 
Sacramento, CA 94248-000 I 

RE: SB 1301 (Kuehl) Support 

Dear Senator EscuLia1 

www.choicc.org 

www.caral.org 

CARAJ..., the California Abortion and Reproductive Right<; Action League, representiXJg over 
5,000 members, co·sponsors and strongly supports SB 1301. SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy 
Act, is a contemporary law govern1ng abortion in California. which replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967. 

Signed by Governor Ronald Reagan, the Therapeutic· Abortion Act expanded legal abortion in 
California under reslrictive criteria. SB 1301 would delete language in current state law that has 
been found unconstitutional in either the state or federal courts. The Reproductive Privacy Act 

California's current statU!i as an innovative leader in assuring its citizens have the 
freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make decisions regarding their own reproductive 
heahh. 

ln addition, the Reproductive Privacy Act would provide women with greater access to abortion 
services by aJJowing nu-r.;e practitioners. nurse midwives, physician assistants, and othe1' 
qualified health care professionals to act Within their scopt: of practice in relation to 

with surgical abortions and dispensing mifcpristonc (formerly known as RU-486). 

SB 1301 reaffirms the United States Supreme Court's 1973 Roe v. Wade decision, which 
established a woman's legal right to choose an abortion. SB 1301 would ensure that California 
has a constitutionally fi rm abortion Jaw U1at protects the n:producti ve rights of all Califomians, 
now and in the future. 

Please help protect the reproduclive rights of women throughout California by voting AYE on 
SB 1301 when it is heard in the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Sincerely, 

-/i 
Executive Director 

cc: Senator Sheila Kuehl 

Montc(cy Bo1•lcvard Phont! (415} 3,311-1502 
Sill) Frandllt·o, CA 9·P3l (,p5) 314 c1c;IO 

10 1)51 Pko Buult:varcl , (\um: IOCJ 

J,os J\ngclcs. CA 
Phone (:;r<>) lH-7.Mo) 
htx (310) ZJ4 ·1illon 
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12:14 PM CARAL FAX:t415334561D PAGE 2 

CARAL Caliiornia Alwrtio1• an<l Rt>:prodw:tivc Rir,hb J\c:ti<•n J.<.: al(Uc 

March 5, 2002 

Senator Marrha Escutia 
Chair, Senate Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol Room 5080 
Sacramento, CA 94248-0001 

RE: SH 1301 (Kuehl) Support 

Dear Senator Escutia, 

www.cboice.org 

www.caraL..,,g 

CARAL, the California Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League, representing over 
5!000 members, co-sponsors and strongly supports SB 1301. SB 1301. the Reproductive Privacy 
Act, is a contemporary Jaw governing abortion in California, which replaces the antiquated and 
unconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 1967 _ 

Signed by Governor Ronald Reagan. the Therapeuric Abortion Act expanded legal abortion in 
California under restrictive criteria. SB L301 would delete language in current state law that has 
been found unconstitutional in either Llle state or federcll courts. The Reproductive Privacy A.cl 
reflects California's current Status as an innovative leader in assuring its citizens have the 
freedom to exercise the constitutionaJ right to make decisions regarding their own reproductive 
health. 

In addition, the Reproductive Priv{J.(:y AcJ would provide women with greater access to abortion 
services by aJJowing nurse practitioners, midwives, phy))ician assistflnts, cmd other 
quali fied health care professionals to act within their existing scope of practice in relation to 
assisting with surgical abortions and dispensing mifepristone (formerly knowrl as RU-486). 

SB 1301 reaffirms lhe United States Supreme Court's 1973 Uoe v. Wade decision, which 
established a woman's legal right to choose an abortion. SH 1301 would ensure that California . 
has a constitutionally firm abortion Jaw protects the repmductive rights of all Californians. 
now and in the furure. 

Please help protect the reproductive rights of women throughout California by voring AYE on 
SB 1301 when it is heard in the Senate Judiciary Commirtee. 

Sincerely, 

Belle Taylor-McGhce 
.Executive Director 

cc: Senator Sheila Kuehl 

Jl Mt)nterey H1)ulevard Pho11e (.p5) )J4 ·1f02 
San Francic;co, Ct\ 94lJt Fax (41$) 314 6pn 

10911 \X'csr Pico ISoukvard, Surrc 100 

1\ CJ\ 900(14 
Phone (l•O) 
rax (JIO) 111-RSo() 
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March 2, 2002 

The Honorable Sheila James Kuehl 
California State Senate 
State Capital, Room 4032 
Sacramento, California 95814 

RE: SB 1301 

Dear Senator Kuehl, 

It is my pleasure to submit this letter of support for SB 1301, the bill 
you have authored to ensure that California has a constitutionally sound 
abortion law that will protect privacy rights, now and in the future. 

As you know, a women's right to choose has been under constant attack 
since the U.S. Supreme Court decided Roe v. Wade. The conservative 
rightwing is as persistent as they are vicious in their crusade to eliminate 
hard fought gains for women and girls. We are pleased that SB 1301 
will codify those gains thereby lessening the conservative movement's 
ability to achieve its ultimate goal of eliminating a woman's right to 
choose. 

SB 1301 is a crucial piece of legislation. Your fellow CWLC Board 
Members commend you for your leadership in authoring the bill and we 
are proud to express our support. 

Sincerely, 

Marjorie R. Sims 
Executive Director 

3460 WILSHIRE BOUlEVARD SU ITE 1102 • lOS ANGElES CAliFORN IA 900ln 

PH 213 637 9900 FX · 213 637 9909 EMAll 

Websile 
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The Workmen's Circle/ Arbeler Ring 
Southern California District. Judy Silver, Choirmentsh 
Eric A. Gordon, Director. Mark Ragen, Assistant Director 

1 525 S. Robertson Blvd., los Angeles, G.A 90035-4231 
Tel: 31 0 55 2-2 00 7 Fa)(: 3 1 0 55 2-3417 arbetersco@mindspring.com 

January 30, 2002 

Sen. Sheila James Kuehl 
California State Capitol 
Room4032 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Sen. Kuehl: 

• • v• . ... 

The Workmen's Circle/ Arbeter Ring (Southern California District) is proud to be a co-sponsor and 
supporter of California SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, reaffirming privacy rights 
established by Roe v. Wade, among other aspects. 

A resolution on Abortion Rights is the first one published in "Where We Stand," a compilation of 
1 the resolutions passed at our National Convention in May 2000. 

We congratulate you for your work on this bill and wish you success. If we can help you, please let 
us knowhow. 

With sincere best wishes, 

for a more beautiful and better world 

1908-0ur 94th Year in Southern California-2002 
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ABORTION RIGHTS 

It has been over 25 years since the landmark Supreme Court decision 
in Roe v. Wade granted women the freedom to choose what :is best for 
their own bodies. This basic human right is increasingly coming under 
fire from the highly organized conservative movement. Attempts to ban 
so-called "partial birth" abortions through the legislature are combining 
with successful efforts to keep non-surgical emergency contraceptives 
out of the hands of women who need them. Efforts to eliminate sexuality 
education programs in the schools are working in conjunction with 
attacks on confidentiality rights to disempower teens from making 
informed and responsible decisions about their bodies. Even in states 
where the right to choose is securely protected, movements seeking to 
create mandatory waiting periods are working in tandem with 
attacks on clinics and doctors and the setting up of blockades to prevent 
patients from entering. Together, they are creating a climate of disruption 
and intimidation. Add to this the increasing denial of medical coverage 
for contraceptives and abortions, both through public and private 
medical plans, and you ·have a frightening obstruction of a right that has 
been granted by the Supreme Court. 

THE WORKMEN'S CIRCLE/ ARBETER RING is unequivocally pro-
choice and strongly: 

• Supports efforts to maintain a women's right to choose, such as the 
Family Planning and Choice Protection Act and the Freedom of 
Access to Clinic Entrances Act 
• Opposes efforts to chip away at this right, such as the attempts to 
legislate mandatory waiting periods and to ban so-called "partial 
birth" abortions or other abortion procedures 
• Supports effor ts to uphold this right for minors, by opposing 
parental consent and notification laws and opposing the so-called 
"Child Custody Protection Act," which would make it a crime for 
anyone other than a legal guardian to transport a minor across state 
lines for an abortion if her state of origin has a law requiring parental 
involvement. 
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• Supports comprehensive sexuality education programs in the 
schools and opposes the so-called "Parental Rights" laws that make it 
easier for anti-choice activists to use the courts, state legislatures, and 
Congress to ban these programs 
• Supports universal access to effective non-surgical emergency 
contraceptives that can prevent pregnancy after sexual intercourse, 
such as mifepristone (RU 486) 
• Supports efforts to ensure that contraceptives are covered under 
basic health care plans, just like other prescription drugs 
• Supports public funding for abortions 
• Supports the protection of federal funding for human embryo 
research 

GAY AND LESBIAN RIGHTS 

It is shameful that in this day and age, when legal discrimination 
based on age, race, sex and religion have been eliminated, it is still legal 
to discrirnina te based on sexual preference. 

It is shameful that gays and lesbians continue to be disempowered 
and marginalized, and that homosexuality is not accepted as a legitimate 
orientation. THE WORKMEN'S CIRCLE/ ARBETER RING denounces all 
homophobia and calls for the following actions: 

• Promotion and support of federal and local legislation to protect 
gays and lesbians from discrimination in employment, housing, 
access to financing, and public accommodations; 
• Recognition of the right of gay and lesbian couples to marry and 
receive all legal benefits currently accorded to married couples, and 
the repeal of the so-called "Defense of Marriage Act''; 
• Revision of state laws governing adoption and custody to include 
gay and lesbian families; 
• Repeal of all sodomy laws regarding consenting adults; 
• The right of gays and lesbians to serve openly in the armed forces, 
as well as in the nation's police forces; 
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·I 
' I • Protection and maintenance of HIV I AIDS and sexuality education 

programs in the public schools, as well as the right of students to form 
gay and lesbian organizations in schools and universities; 
• Requiring that where sexuality is presented, school materials 
present a balanced view of homosexuality; 
• Condemnation of discrimination against gays and lesbians by 
private organizations; and 
• Fair and equitable treatment of gay and lesbian issues in the media. 

We are pleased that the state of Vermont is establishing "civil unions" that 
will provide nearly all the benefits and protections for gay and lesbian 
partnerships in Vermont that heterosexual marriages there currently 
enjoy. We are concerned, however, with the state's decision to carve out 
a separate classification for gay and lesbian couples, rather than expand 
the definition of marriage. "Civil unions" may not be recognized by any 
other state, nor may they be eligible for Federal benefits. Only when gay 
and lesbian partnerships are accorded full marital status will they attain 
full equality; interim measures like Vermont's are a good first step, but 
should not be considered a lasting solution. 

OUR NATION'S CHILDREN 
AND THEIR EDUCATION 

Our nation's future is in its children: the workforce, civic leaders, 
educators, and consumers of tomorrow. 

All children need and deserve a healthy start: to be properly 
nourished before birth, in infancy and during their growing years; to 
receive basic health care both prenatally and during the crucial early 
years after birth; to receive protection from abuse and neglect; to receive 
a head start with quality preschool and child care to help them get ready 
to learn, stay in school, and prepare for the future. 

Schools should be safe both in their structure and their emotional 
climate. Children need true classrooms, not ones converted from closets, 
toilets, hallways, etc. Class sizes should be small enough to allow full 
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* 
Senator Sheila Kuehl 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

April4, 2002 

RE: SB 1301- Reproductive Privacy Act- Removes "physician-only" requirement 
for abortions-OPPOSE (by Senator Sheila Kuehl) 

Dear Senator Kuehl: 

· California ProLife Council, on behalf of its members, regrets to inform you that we 
oppose SB 1301, which would replace the 1967 Therapeutic Abortion Act with the "Reproductive 
Privacy Act." From our perspective both of these acts have serious flaws, however our most 
grave concern with SB 1301 is the repeal of the requirement that only physicians may do 
abortions in California. Clear language to assure that only physicians and surgeons are 
authorized to do abortions in California is a minimum the women of California should expect. 

Current law requires in Section 123405 of the Health & Safety Code, that abortions be 
done by "a holder of the physician's and surgeon's certificate." The operative language left in 
California law would apparently allow non-physicians to perform "nonsurgical" abortions-such 
as RU 486, methotrexate, or other drug abortions. 

Section 123405 would be replaced with Section 123468 of the Reproductive Privacy Act, 
which drops the reference to physicians and surgeons and states: "The performance of an 
abortion is unauthorized if . .. the following is true: (a) The person performing or assisting in 
performing the abortion is not a health care provider authorized to perform or assist in performing 
an abortion pursuant to Section 2253 of the Business and Professions Code." 

In Sections (b)( l) and (b)(2) of2253, a distinction is made between surgical and non-
surgical abortions. Section (b)(l) allows NON-PHYSICIAN medical professionals with the 
appropriate certificate (whatever that means) TO ASSIST in the performance of SURGICAL 
abortions. Section (b)(2) allows NON-PHYSICIAN medical professionals, again with the 
appropriate certificate, TO PERFORM or assist in performing NON-SURGICAL abortions. 

Please consider an amendment to SB 130 I to resolve thi s serious erosion of a provision 
intended to protect the lives and health of women. It is not in the interest of the women of 
California to lower the standard of qualifications necessary for the performance of abortions. A 
clear provision requiring that all abortions be done by physicians and surgeons should be 
restored. 

Sincerely, 

Mrs. Janet B. Carroll 
Legislative Analyst 

California ProLife Council, Inc . 
The California Affih au: of 1lu: Ragh1 10 Ltft! Commn1ce 
2306 J Street Suue 200 • Sacrarno:nrn. C A 95S 1 o 

• l fax) Ql o 1 "'5111! ww\\.Cahtomaaproltfc.org 
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COMMITTEE ON MORAL CONCERNS 
Art Croney, Executive Director I Lobbyist 
Office: (916) 446-5131 

(916)446H5744 

April 1., 2002 

Senate Judiciary Committee 

Please vote NO on SB 1301 (Kuehl); abortion. 

P.O. Box 2768 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

This bill would recast California's Therapeutic Abortion Act, calling it 
the Reproductive Privacy Act and bringing it in line with u.s. supreme 
Court decisions starting with Roe v. Wade. The bill anticipates, 
prematurely we believe, the overturning of the Supreme Court's 1.973 
judgment. The Committee On Moral Concerns opposes this bill for the 
following reasons: 

1. The bill finds and declares that "every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive 
decisions., (page 6, lines 34 & 35). We agree. However, the bill 
later conflicts with its own declaration. Biologically, the life of 
the individual human being begins at the moment of conception. The 
bill gives certain individuals (women) the right to abort and 
fatally interfere with the reproductive right of other individuals 
(their sons and daughters who are living and growing, but not yet 
born). 

2. The bill defines pregnancy as "beginning with the implantation of an 
embryo." This is politically convenient, but ungrounded in 
scientific reality. We know where babies come from. Pregnancy 
begins at conception. That is the principle on which in vitro 
fertilization works. Also, conception is the only time in our lives 
when our fathers had any contribution to our genetic 
characteristics. When an embryo fails to exit the fallopian tube 
this becomes a life-threatening ectopic pregnancy. Doctors and 
scientists who are unmotivated by politics know that pregnancy 
occurs before implantation in the uterus. 

3. The bill defines "viability" as the point when the human fetus may 
survive outside the uterus. This is another political term lacking 
real meaning. As individuals, some of us could sustain survival 
outside the womb earlier than others, just as some of us could 
survive in the wilderness longer. Again, the bill's findings 
recognize individuals, but later language clouds that recognition. 

4. The bill allows abortion any time before birth. Under Section 
123468 (b) (2), aborting a viable human fetus is legal, if 
continuing the pregnancy until birth poses "no risk to the life or 
health of the pregnant woman." Since there is no such thing as an 
absolutely risk-free childbirth, under the bill, there is no such 
thing as an illegal abortion, as long as the abortionist is 
licensed. 

Art Croney 
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Date of Hearing: August 7, 2002 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
Darrell Steinberg, Chair 

SB 1301 (Kuehl)- As Amended: April 8, 2002 

Policy Committee: Judiciary 
Health 

Vote: 

SB 1301 
Pngc I 

8-2 
13-6 

Urgency: No State Mandated Local Program: Yes Reimbursable: No 

SUMMARY 

This bill: 

1) Enacts the Reproductive Privacy Act which codifies the judicial decisions of the California 
State Supreme Court and the U.S. Supreme Court over the past 30 years related to abortion. 

2) Repeals the reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and various specified provisions of 
that Act. 

FISCAL EFFECT 

Negligible fiscal impact. 

COMMENTS 

1) Purpose. According to the author, this bill cleans up the state's cryptic and often 
Wlconstitutional abortion statutes and ensures that California has a constitutionally sound 
abortion law to protect privacy rights now and in the future. 

The author states that this bill is important because it does the following: (a) deletes 
language in current law that has been found Wlconstitutional in state and federal courts; (b) 
allows health care providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice to perform or 
assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions so that abortion is treated like 
other comparable medical procedures; (c) provides women greater access to early non-
surgical abortion methods; and (d) protects Californians' fundamental right to choose a safe 
and legal abortion, even if the Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections 
contained in Roe v. Wade. 

2) Background. The state's existing abortion law-the Therapeutic Abortion Act-was signed 
by Governor Reagan and took effect in 1967. Since its inception, a number of state and 
federal court decisions have rendered various provisions of this Act wholly or partly invalid. 
The Legislature has never repealed or modified these provisions in response to the court 
decisions, however. SB 1301 deletes those provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that 
have been ruled unconstitutional, adds language consistent with court decisions, and renames 
the act as the Reproductive Privacy Act. 
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SB 1301 
Page 2 

3) Onnosition. Opponents include the Califomin ('utholic Confcn:ncc, the Capitol ProLifc 
Council, and the Capi tol Resources Institute. Although some opponents concede the bill wi ll 
bting Calitomia ahortion law into conlonnnncc with Roc v. Wade, they assert that the bi ll 
"prematurely" anticipates u reversal or that Supreme Court decision. 

Califomia Right to Life. in opposition, states that this bill would result in effectively 
installing an expanded state version of the federal Roe vs. Wade Supreme Court decision. 

Analvsis Prepared hy: Chuck Nicol I APPR. I (916) 319-2081 
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Date of Hearing: August 7, 2002 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
Darrell Steinberg, Chair 

SB 1301 (Kuehl)- As Amended: April 8, 2002 

Policy Committee: Judiciary 
Health 

Vote: 

SB 1301 
Pngc I 

8-2 
13-6 

Urgency: No State Mandated Local Program: Yes Reimbursable: No 

SUMMARY 

This bill: 

1) Enacts the Reproductive Privacy Act which codifies the judicial decisions of the California 
State Supreme Court and the U.S. Supreme Court over the past 30 years related to abortion. 

2) Repeals the reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and various specified provisions of 
that Act. 

FISCAL EFFECT 

Negligible fiscal impact. 

COMMENTS 

1) Purpose. According to the author, this bill cleans up the state's cryptic and often 
Wlconstitutional abortion statutes and ensures that California has a constitutionally sound 
abortion law to protect privacy rights now and in the future. 

The author states that this bill is important because it does the following: (a) deletes 
language in current law that has been found Wlconstitutional in state and federal courts; (b) 
allows health care providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice to perform or 
assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions so that abortion is treated like 
other comparable medical procedures; (c) provides women greater access to early non-
surgical abortion methods; and (d) protects Californians' fundamental right to choose a safe 
and legal abortion, even if the Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections 
contained in Roe v. Wade. 

2) Background. The state's existing abortion law-the Therapeutic Abortion Act-was signed 
by Governor Reagan and took effect in 1967. Since its inception, a number of state and 
federal court decisions have rendered various provisions of this Act wholly or partly invalid. 
The Legislature has never repealed or modified these provisions in response to the court 
decisions, however. SB 1301 deletes those provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that 
have been ruled unconstitutional, adds language consistent with court decisions, and renames 
the act as the Reproductive Privacy Act. 
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SB 1301 
Page 2 

3) Onnosition. Opponents include the Califomin ('utholic Confcn:ncc, the Capitol ProLifc 
Council, and the Capi tol Resources Institute. Although some opponents concede the bill wi ll 
bting Calitomia ahortion law into conlonnnncc with Roc v. Wade, they assert that the bi ll 
"prematurely" anticipates u reversal or that Supreme Court decision. 

Califomia Right to Life. in opposition, states that this bill would result in effectively 
installing an expanded state version of the federal Roe vs. Wade Supreme Court decision. 

Analvsis Prepared hy: Chuck Nicol I APPR. I (916) 319-2081 
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Date of Hearing: June 25. 2002 

POLICY QUESTIONS: 

ASSEM BLY COMMilTEE ON IIEALTI I 
I lclcn Thomson. Chair 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) - As Amended: April 8, 2002 

SB DOl 

J!J. b 

1) Should the Reproductive Privacy Act, which codifies judicial decisions handed down hy the 
C'alifomia State Supreme Court and the U.S. Supreme Court over the past 30 years related to 
abortion, be enacted? 

2) Should references to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and specified provisions of that Act be 
repealed? 

SENATE VOTE: 22-12 

SUBJECT: Reproductive Privacy Act. 

SUMMARY: Enacts the Reproductive Privacy Act which codifies the judicial decisions handed 
down by the California State Supreme Court and the U.S. Supreme Court over the past 30 years 
related to abortion. Repeals reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and various specified 
provisions ofthat Act. Specifically, this bill: 

I) Enacts the Reproductive Privacy Act which does all of the following: 

a) Makes legislative findings that every individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy 
with respect to personal reproductive decisions. 

b) States the public policy of the State of California to be that: 

i) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth control; 

ii) Every woman has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and to 
obtain an abortion, except as specified; and 

iii) The state is prohibited from denying or interfering with a woman's fundamental right 
to choose to bear a child or to choose to obtain an abortion, except as specified. 

c) Prohibits the state from denying or interfering with a woman's right to choose or obtain 
an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect the 
life or health of the woman. 

d) States that the performance of an abortion is unauthorized if either of the following is 
true: 

i) The person performing or assisting in performing the abortion is not a health care 
provider authorized to perform or assist in performing an abortion pursuant to 
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provisions ofiiJ). 4). and 5) hclow: or 

SB DOl 
Page 2 

ii) The ahortion is pcrlonncd on n vinhlc fetus, ami both of the following arc established: 

(I) In the good Iilith medical judgment of the physician, the fetus was viable; and 

(::!) In the good fnith medical judgment of the physician, continuation of the 
pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the pregnant woman. 

c) De tines "abortion" to mean any medical treatment intended to induce the termination of a 
pregnancy except for the purpose of producing a live birth. 

t) Defines "pregnancy" to mean the human reproductive process, beginning with the 
implantation of an embryo. 

g) Defines "State" to mean the State of California, and every county, city, town and 
municipal corporation, and quasi-municipal corporation in the state. 

h) Defines "viability" to mean the point in a pregnancy when, in the good faith medical 
judgment of a physician, on the particular facts of the case before that physician, there is 
a reasonable likelihood ofthe fetus's sustained survival outside the uterus without the 
application of extraordinary medical measures. 

2) Makes failure to comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act, in performing, assisting, 
procuring or aiding, abetting, attempting, agreeing, or offering to procure an illegal abortion, 
unprofessional conduct. 

3) Subjects a person to penalties for the unlawful practice of medicine if he or she assists in 
performing a surgical abortion and does not have a valid, unrevoked, and unsuspended 
license or certificate that authorizes him or her to perform the functions necessary to assist in 
performing a surgical abortion. 

4) Subjects a person to penalties for the unlawful practice of medicine if he or she performs or 
assists in performing a nonsurgical abortion, and at the time of so doing, does not have a 
valid, umevoked, and unsuspended license to practice as a physician and surgeon, or does not 
have another valid, unrevoked, and unsuspended license or certificate that authorizes him or 
her to perform or assist in performing the functions necessary for a nonsurgical abortion. 

5) Defines "nonsurgical abortion" as including termination of pregnancy through the use of 
pharmacological agents. 

6) Repeals the existing title "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and various specified provisions of that 
Act. 

EXISTING LAW: 

1) Authorizes, in statute, that a holder of a physician's and surgeon's certificate may perform an 
abortion only if it takes place in an accredited hospital and is approved by a committee with a 
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spcci tied number of physician members thnt finds thnt: 

SB DOl 
3 

a) There is substantial risk that continuance of the pregnancy would gravely impair the 
physical or mental health of the mother; or 

h) The prcgn:mcy resulted ti·<'nt rape or incest. 

2) Provides. in statute. that the committee noted in 1) above shall not approve an abortion on the 
ground that the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest unless either the district attorney (DA) 
upon rc\'iew of an affidavit from the applicant for the abortion, notifies the committee that 
probable cause exists to believe the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, ortheDA fails to 
respond to the committee. 

3) Pcm1its, in statute, the applicant for the abortion to petition the superior court for a hearing if 
the DA informs the committee that there is no probable cause to believe the pregnancy 
resulted from rape or incest. Requires the court to issue an order that the pregnancy resulted 
from rape or incest and the committee to approve the abortion if the court determines by a 
preponderance of evidence that the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest. 

4) Has declared, in case law, that the provisions referenced in 1), 2) and 3) above regarding 
medical criteria and approval processes for obtaining an abortion are unconstitutional. 
(Planned Parenthood v. Ashcroft (1983) 462 U.S. 476; Akron v. Akron Center for 
Reproductive Health (1983) 462 U.S. 416; Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 179; People v. 
Barksdale (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 320.) 

5) Provides, in statute, that in no event shall termination of a pregnancy be approved after the 
20th week of pregnancy. 

6) Although published case law has not explicitly overruled #5) above, case law has explicitly 
held that the state may prohibit abortions only after viability of the fetus and must include 
exceptions related to the life and health of the mother. (See, e.g., 65 Ops. Atty. Gen. 261; 
and Feminist Women's Health Center v. Philobosian (1984) 157 Cal. App. 3d 1076, 1084 
n.3.)) 

7) Prohibits, in statute, performing an abortion, except in a medical emergency requiring 
immediate medical action, upon an unemancipated minor unless she first has given her 
written consent to the abortion and also has obtained the written consent of one of her parents 
or legal guardian or upon judgement of a court as specified. Makes it a misdemeanor for any 
person to knowingly perform an abortion on an unmarried or unemancipated minor without 
complying with the requirements of this provision. 

8) Has declared, in case law, that requiring pregnant minors to secure parental consent or 
judicial authorization before obtaining abortions violates right the of privacy guaranteed by 
the California Constitution. (American Academy ofPediatrics v. Lungren (1997) 16 Cal41h 

307) 

9) Requires DHS to establish a system for the reporting of abortions to determine their 
demographic effects and to assess legal and medical standards pertaining to abortion 
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practices. and requires DHS to report its findings to the Legislature every two years. 

1 0) Makes failure to comply with the Therapeutic Ahnrtion Act, in pcrfonning, assisting. 
procuring or aiding, abetting. attempting, agreeing, or offering to procure an illegal abortion, 
unprofessional conduct. 

11) Subjects a person to criminal penalties for the unlicensed practice of medicine if he or she 
pcrtomts or assists at n surgical abortion and does not have a valid, unrevoked, and 
unsuspcndcd license to practice as a physician and surgeon, or does not have another valid 
ceniticatc authorizing him or her to perform or assist at a surgical abortion. 

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown. 

COMMENTS: 

1) PURPOSE OF THIS BILL. According to the author, this bill, entitled the Reproductive 
Privacy Act, cleans up the cryptic and often unconstitutional abortion code and ensures that 
California has a constitutionally sound abortion law that will protect privacy rights, now and 
in the future. The author states that this bill is important because it does the fo llowing: 
deletes language in current state law that has been found unconstitutional in state and federal 
courts; allows health care providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice to 
perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions so that abortion is 
treated like other comparable medical procedures; provides women greater access to early 
non-surgical abortion methods; and protects Californians' fundamental right to choose a safe 
and legal abortion, even if the Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections 
contained in Roe v. Wade. Although case law has rendered much of the Therapeutic 
Abortion Act obsolete, the Act itself has never been repealed by the Legislature. The end 
result is a cryptic, often inconsistent abortion code that is laden with constitutional problems. 
The author believes the citizens of California deserve a reproductive privacy law that mirrors 
their respect for the Constitution and their desire for reproductive freedom. In that spirit, the 
Reproductive Privacy Act offers California a unique opportunity to once again take the lead 
in the national forum on the issues of reproductive choice. 

2) BACKGROUND. The state's existing abortion law, called the Therapeutic Abortion Act, 
was signed by former Governor Ronald Reagan and took effect in 1967. This act provided 
for women's access to abortion services, but spelled out various conditions that had to be met 
before a woman could obtain an abortion. In the 1970's, a number of sections were added to 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act, primarily dealing with "conscience clause" issues and the 
treatment of fetal remains. 

Judicial Decisions: In 1972, the California Supreme Court declared several provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act, including those requiring prior approval by a medical committee, 
and limiting approval to cases of rape, incest, or where the pregnancy threatened to "gravely 
impair" the physical or mental health of the mother, impermissibly vague and therefore 
unconstitutional. creople V. Barksdale' supra, 8 Cal. 3d at 333.) Other provisions facilitating 
these statutes, including those requiring the input of the DA, establishing the proper 
formation of the medical committee, and defining "mental illness" for the purposes of the 
Act, were declared invalid as well. 
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The following year, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that n right of personal privacy exists 
under the Constitution. unci that this right "is broad enough to encompass a womnn's decision 
whether or not to tcnninntc her pregnancy." ( Roc v. Wade • supra, 410 U.S. nt 153.) An 
explicit right to privacy added to the Califomia Constitution in 1972 provided state . 
protection to procreative choice that is "at least as broad" as the federal protection set forth tn 
Roc v. Wade. (Committee to Defend Reproductive Rights v. Myers (I 981 ). 29 Cal. 3d 252, 
at :!SO.) 

In 1997. the California Supreme Court invalidated a statute requiring a minor to obtain 
parental consent before obtaining an abortion. (American Academy of Pediatrics v. Lungren 
(1997) 1<> Cal. 4th 307, 314.) 

Thus, since its inception in 1967, a number of state and federal court decisions have rendered 
various provisions of the state's Therapeutic Abortion Act wholly or partly invalid, and have 
left the validity of other provisions open to serious question. Despite their 
unconstitutionality, however, these provisions have remained largely unchanged in the state's 
Health and Safety Code, because the Legislature has never repealed or modified them in 
accordance with, or in response to, these court decisions. This bill addresses this confusing 
statutory situation by deleting the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have been 
ruled unconstitutional, adding language consistent with court decisions, and renaming the act 
as the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

Other Provisions Repealed by this Bill: In addition to the provisions found unconstitutional 
by the courts, this bill repeals two other provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act: that 
which gives the Act its name and that which requires DHS to collect abortion statistics for 
demographic purposes and report them to the Legislature. 

Provisions ofthe Therapeutic Abortion Act Not Repealed by this Bill: A number of 
provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act are not addressed or affected by this bill, and will 
remain in force, as provisions of the Reproductive Privacy Act, if this bill is enacted. Those 
provisions include: 

a) The "conscience clause" provisions, which protect health care professionals who decline 
to perform or assist in abortions from any discipline, penalty, lawsuit, or employment 
opportunity as a result of their refusal; 

b) A provision prohibiting an individual's refusal to consent to an abortion or sterilization 
from being grounds for loss of any privileges or denial of public benefits; 

c) A provision requiring a minor to obtain parental consent before obtaining an abortion; 

d) A provision establishing that an infant prematurely born alive in the course of an abortion 
has the same right to medical treatment as other infants; and 

e) Provisions governing research and study of fetal remains. 

Consistency with Judicial Opinions 
First Trimester: Under the parameters established in Roe v. Wade, the right of personal 
privacy outweighs any legitimate state interest in a woman's pregnancy until the end of the 
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first trimester of that pregnancy. Thus. during the first trimester, except to protect the health 
of the mother. the state may not interfere with u woman's right to chose an ahortion. This bill 
explicitly extends that protection to non-surgiculahortions by allowing uppropriatcly licensed 
or ccrti tied health cnrc profcssionnls to perform or assist in pcrfom1ing nonsurgical abortions. 
which will pcm1it the administration of approved early-abortion facilitating drugs such as 
RU-4S6. 

Aflcr the first trimester. a state may regulate abortion in ways "reasonably related" to 
protecting health, and at the point the fetus becomes viable, the state may regulate 
andtor prohibit abortions in the interest of protecting the "potentiality of human life" of the 
viable fetus, except where abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the mother. 
This bill explicitly prohibits the state from denying or interfering with a woman's right to 
choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary 
to protect the life or health of the woman. 

Regulations Related To Maternal Health: This bill also continues to require abortions to be 
performed by appropriately licensed health care professionals; subjects those who do not 
comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act to professional discipline; and subjects unlicensed 
abortion providers to criminal sanctions, in conformity with current law. 

Regulations Relating To Preserving Life Of Viable Fetus: In conformity with Roe v. Wade, . 
this bill also prohibits state interference with a woman's right to obtain an abortion "prior to 
the viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the 
woman." 

3) SUPPORT. Supporters ofthis bill express concerns about the potential erosion of abortion 
rights in California and the urgent need to ensure continuing and reasonable access to 
abortion services. The California Commission on the Status of Women supports this bill as 
"a contemporary law" to govern abortion in California, adding, "this measure is necessary to 
ensure that California women's right to reproductive freedom is protected by a 
constitutionally sound abortion law." Other supporters state that this bill ensures that 
California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights law that protects privacy rights, 
now and in the future. Supporters note that with the advent and approval ofRU 486, women 
have other options besides surgery to end an unwanted pregnancy. This bill increases access 
to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse practitioners, certified nurse 
midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical abortions pursuant to their 
current scope of practice. 

4) OPPOSITION. Opponents to this bill state that destroying innocent human life for 
convenience is wrong and should not be seen as a celebration of 'privacy' or anything else. 
Although some opponents concede that the bill will bring California abortion law into 
conformance with Roe v. Wade, they assert that the bill "prematurely" anticipates a reversal 
of that Supreme Court decision. California Right to Life, in opposition, states that this bill 
would result in effectively installing an expanded state version of the federal Roe vs. Wade 
Supreme Court decision. Opponents also write that babies have the fundamental right to 
expect that once conceived, they have the right to expect that their mothers will protect them 
and allow them to live. 
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5) PREVIOUS LEGISLATION. SB 1360 (Sen. Health & !Iuman Services Committee), 
Chapter 415, Statutes of 1995 reorganized anu renumbered sections of the llcalth and Safety 
Code. including the Therapeutic Abortion Act, fonncrly located in Sections 2:5950-25954 of 
the Health and Safety Code. 

a) QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS. Califomia's existing Jaws regarding abortion reflect 
the state of the law in 1%7 before the California State Supreme Court and the US 
Supreme Court handed down a number of key decisions, including the seminal Roc v. 
\\'adc case. that protect n pregnant woman's right to choose an abortion under specified 
circumstances. This bill amends California's statutory law primarily to reflect governing 
federal and state case law. As the analysis details, all but two of the existing provisions 
under the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have not been overruled by judicial decisions 
remain in place. 

6) SECOND COMMITTEE OF REFERENCE. This bill was previously heard in Assembly 
Judiciary Committee, and was approved on an 8-2 vote. 

REGISTERED SUPPORT I OPPOSITION: 

Support 

Plarmed Parenthood Affiliates of Cali forma (Sponsor) 
Honorable Cruz Bustamante, California Lt. Governor (Co-sponsor) 
American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District 
American Association ofUniversity Women, Califorrua 
American Association of University Women, San Jose Branch 
American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz Branch 
American Civil Liberties Union 
American Civil Liberties Union, Santa Cruz Chapter 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX 
American Medical Women's Association 
California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action League 
California Church Impact 
California Commission on the Status of Women 
California Family Health Council 
California Medical Association 
California National Organization for Women 
California Nurses Association 
California Primary Care Association 
California Pro-Choice Republicans 
California Women Lawyers 
California Women's Law Center 
California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
Campaign for California Families 
Central Coast Alliance for Health 
Choice USA, UC Santa Cruz Chapter 
City & County of San Francisco Commission on the Status of Women 
Communi Care Health Centers 
County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors 
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Democratic Activists for Women Now 
Democratic Central Committee of Santa Cruz County 
Democratic \\'omen ofS:mta Barham County 
Dcmocrat1c \\.omen 's Club, Pchhlc Beach 
Gray Panthers ofCalitomiu 
Green Party, T'vlontcrcy County 
Hadassah 
Kaiser Pcnn:mcnte Medical Care Program 
lambda Letters Project 
lawyer's Club of San Diego 
League of Women Voters of California 
League of Women Voters, Monterey Peninsula 
League of Women Voters, Santa Cruz County 
Los Angeles County Young Democrats 
Marin County Women's Commission 
Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern California Chapter 
Monterey Peninsula College, Women's Programs 
National Council of Jewish Women 
National Health Law Program 
National Latina Alliance 
National Organization for Women, California Chapter 
National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter 
National Organization for Women, San Jose/South Bay Chapter 
National Women's Political Caucus of California 
Older Women's League of California 
People for the American Way 
Peoples Democratic Club of Santa Cruz 
Physicians for Reproductive Choice and Health 
Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 
Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 
Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 
Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 
Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura and 
Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino Counties 
Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo 
Pro Choice Coalition of Santa Clara County 
Religious Coalition for Reproductive Choice 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County 
San Luis Obispo County Pro-Choice Coalition 
Santa Clara County Democratic Central Committee 
Santa Cruz County Women's Commission 
Santa Cruz Women's Health Center 
Six Rivers Planned Parenthood 
To Help Everyone Clinic, Inc. (T.H.E. Clinic) 
United Nations Association of Santa Cruz County 
Valley Women's Club 
Ventura County Reproductive Rights Network 
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Voters for Choice 
West Hollywood Democratic C'luh 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 
Women Lawyers of Sanlu Cntz County 
Women's Progrnms. Monterey Peninsula College 
Women's Foundalion 
Women's Health Collaborative 
Women's Health Specialists 
Women's lntcmational League for Peach and Freedom, Fresno Branch 
Women's International League for Peach and Freedom, Monterey County 
Women's Lifccycle Medical Group 
Workmen's CircleiArbeter Ring, Southern California District 
Zero Population Growth ofMonterey Bay 
27111 Assembly District Democratic Committee 
Numerous individuals 

Opposition 

California Catholic Conference 
California ProLife Council 
Capitol Resource Institute 
Committee on Moral Concerns 
Hispanics for Life and Human Rights 
San Mateo Pro Life 

Analysis Prepared by: John Gilman I HEALTH I (916) 319-2097 
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Date of Hearing: June 11,2002 

SENATE VOTE: 22-12 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
Ellen M. Corbett, Chair 

SB 1301 (Kuehl)- As Amended: April 8, 2002 

SUBJECT: REPRODUCTIVE PRIVACY ACT 

SB 1301 
Page 1 

KEY ISSUE: SHOULD CALIFORNIA'S LAW RELATING TO ABORTION BE 
CENTRALLY LOCATED IN A NEW STATE REPRODUCTIVE PRIVACY ACT WHICH 
WILL PROVIDE, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT EVERY INDIVIDUAL POSSESSES A 
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHT OF PRIVACY WITH RESPECT TO REPRODUCTIVE 
DECISIONS? 

SYNOPSIS 

This bill deletes various statutory provisions regarding abortion and enacts in their place a new 
centralized state Reproductive Privacy Act. This Act will provide, among other things, that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to reproductive decisions, and 
the state shall not deny or interfere with a woman's right to choose. In support of the bill, 
women's rights and medical organizations contend that this is a good and long needed 
clarification of the current state ofthe abortion law in California. Opponents argue that 
codification of Roe vs. Wade is a huge mistake. They also contend that an abortion should not 
be seen as a celebration of privacy. 

SUMMARY: Deletes various statutory provisions regarding abortion and enacts in their place a 
new state Reproductive Privacy Act. Specifically, this bill: 

1) Deletes scattered sections pertaining to reproductive privacy issues and enacts a new 
California Reproductive Privacy Act, which provides that "it is the public policy of the state 
of California that (a) every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth 
control; (b) every woman has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
to obtain an abortion, except as specifically limited by this article; and (c) the state shall not 
deny or interfere with a woman's fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this article." 

2) Repeals Section 123410 of the Health and Safety Code and in its place provides that "the 
state may not deny or interfere with a woman's right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to 
viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the 
woman." 

3) Provides that the performance of an abortion is unauthorized if either of the following is true: 

a) The person performing or assisting in the abortion is not a health care provider authorized 
to perform or assist in an abortion pursuant to Section 2253 of the Business and 
Professions Code; or 
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b) The abortion is performed on n viable fetus, and in the good faith medical judgment of 
the physician, the fetus was viable and continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to the 
life or health of the pregnant woman. 

4) Defines various tenns, including 1) pregnancy (defined as "the human reproductive process, 
beginning with the implnntation of nn embryo,") and 2) viability (defined as "the point in a 
pregnancy when, in the good faith medical jud&'lllent of a physician, on the particular facts of 
the cnsc before that physician, there is a reasonable likelihood of the fetus's sustained 
survival outside the uterus without the application of extraordinary medical measures.") 

5) Deletes the provision in existing law that provides that the Department of Health Services 
(DHS) shall have a system established for the reporting of abortions to determine their 
demographic effects, and to assess legal and medical standards pertaining to abortion 
practices, and report its findings to the Legislature every two years. 

6) Deletes the reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and instead provides that failure to 
comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act in performing, procuring, aiding, or offering to 
procure an illegal abortion constitutes unprofessional conduct. 

7) Provides that a person is subject to criminal penalties 1) if he or she assists at a surgical 
abortion and does not have a valid license or certificate obtained under a law authorizing him 
or her to perform the functions necessary to assist at a surgical abortion; or 2) if he or she 
performs or assists at a nonsurgical abortion without a valid license to practice as a physician 
or surgeon, or a valid license or certificate obtained under another law authorizing him or her 
to perform or assist in the functions necessary for a nonsurgical abortion. 

8) Provides that for the purposes of this section, "nonsurgical abortion includes tennination of 
pregnancy through the use of pharmacologic agents." 

EXISTING LAW: 

1) Authorizes, in the Therapeutic Abortion Act, that a holder of a physician's and surgeon's 
certificate may perform an abortion only if it takes place in an accredited hospital and is 
approved by a committee that finds that 1) there is substantial risk that continuance of the 
pregnancy would gravely impair the physical or mental health of the mother, and/or 2) the 
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest. (Health and Safety Code sections 123400, 123405, 
123415. All further code references are to this code unless otherwise stated.) 

2) Provides that the committee noted above shall not approve an abortion on the ground that the 
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest unless either the district attorney (DA) upon review of 
an affidavit from the applicant for the abortion, notifies the committee that probable cause 
exists to believe the pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, or the DA fails to respond to the 
committee. (Section 123407.) 

3) Provides that if the DA informs the committee that there is no probable cause to believe the 
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, the applicant for the abortion may petition the 
superior court for a hearing. If the court detennines by a preponderance of evidence that the 
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest, it shall issue an order to this effect and the committee 
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4) Has declared, through cnsc law, that these sections' medical criteria and approval processes 
for obtaining an abortion nrc unconstitutional. (Planned Parenthood v. Ashcroft ( 1983) 462 
U.S. 476; Akron v. Akron Center for Reproductive Health (1983) 462 U.S. 416; Roc v. Wade 
(1973) 410 U.S. 179; People v. Barksdale (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 320.) 

5) Provides Utat the committee of medical staff referred to in Section 123405 must, in all 
instances, consist of not less than two licensed physicians and surgeons, and if the proposed 
termination of pregnancy will occur after the 13th week of pregnancy, the committee must 
consist of at least three such licensed physicians and surgeons. (Section 12341 0.) 

6) Provides that in no event shall termination of a pregnancy be approved after the 20th week of 
pregnancy. (ld.) 

7) Has invalidated this section's requirement that an abortion must be approved by a medical 
committee. (People v. Barksdale, supra, 8 Cal. 3d. at 328. Questions remain as to its validity 
regarding prohibition on abortions after the 20th week of pregnancy. (See, e.g., 65 Ops. 
Atty. Gen. 261; and Feminist Women's Health Center v. Philobosian (1984) 157 Cal. App. 3d 
1076, 1084 n.3.)) 

8) Provides that DHS shall establish a system for the reporting of abortions to determine their 
demographic effects and to assess legal and medical standards pertaining to abortion 
practices, and shall report its findings to the Legislature every two years. (Section 123430.) 

9) Provides that the performing, procuring, aiding, or offering to procure an illegal abortion 
constitutes unprofessional conduct, unless done in compliance with the Therapeutic Abortion 
Act. (Business & Professions Code section 2253.) 

1 0) Provides that a person is subject to criminal penalties for the unlicensed practice of medicine 
if he or she performs or assists at a surgical abortion and does not have a valid physician's 
and surgeon's license, or a certificate obtained under another law authorizing him or her to 
perform or assist at a surgical abortion. @.) 

FISCAL EFFECT: As currently in print this bill is keyed fiscal. 

COMMENTS: If one were to rely solely on a review of California's statutes regarding our laws 
regulating abortion, he or she would end up with a substantial misconception about the current 
state of this law. For, as the author notes in support of this legislation, many of our statutes 
governing abortion have been rendered obsolete by federal and state Supreme Court decisions. 
The problem is, they still remain on the books, and have yet to be repealed or modified in 
accordance with controlling case law. The result, she notes, "is a cryptic, often inconsistent 
abortion code that is laden with constitutional problems." The author also states that these 
outdated statutes also single out abortions for unnecessary regulation that has not been imposed 
on more complex procedures, and the existing statutes fail to address and accommodate major 
advances in medical practice, such as early abortion methods like mifepristone (otherwise known 
as and hereafter referred to as RU-486). 
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According to the author, this bill, sponsored by Planned Parenthood, addresses these problems 
comprehensively by: 

• protecting Cnlifomilms' fWldnmental right to choose a safe and legal abortion (even if the 
Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections contained in Roc v. Wade.) 

• providing greater access to early abortion methods like RU-486 by eliminating arbitrary 
barriers thut currently impede the ability of licensed health care professionals to treat 
patients in the area of reproductive health. 

• deleting language in current state law that has been found unconstitutional in state and 
federal courts. 

• treating abortion like other comparable medical procedures, and allowing healthcare 
providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice, to perform or assist in the 
performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

In support of these changes, the author concludes with this comment: 

We have an anti-choice President, an anti-choice Congress, and a Supreme Court 
that's one vote away from overturning Roe v. Wade. Now is the time to protect 
our right to choose- right here in California. SB 1301 will keep abortion safe and 
legal in California even if the Supreme Court overturns Roe. 

BackgroWld: The state's existing abortion law, called the Therapeutic Abortion Act, was signed 
by former Governor Ronald Reagan and took effect in 1967. This act provided for women's 
access to abortion services, but spelled out various that had to be met before a woman 
could obtain an abortion. (See, e.g., Sections 123400-123450 ofthe Health and Safety Act, 
noted above.) In the 1970's, a number of sections were added to the Therapeutic Abortion Act, 
primarily dealing with "conscience clause" issues and the treatment of fetal remains. 

Several Current Abortion Statutes Are Invalid And Appropriate For Repeal: In 1972, the 
California Supreme Court declared several provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act- those 
requiring prior approval by a medical committee, and limiting approval to cases of rape, incest, 
or where the pregnancy threatened to "gravely impair" the physical or mental health of the 
mother- impermissibly vague and therefore unconstitutional. (People v. Barksdale, supra, 8 
Cal. 3d at 333.) Other provisions facilitating these statutes- those requiring the input of the DA, 
establishing the proper formation of the medical committee, and defining "mental illness" for the 
purposes of the Act- were declared invalid as well. @.at 334.) 

The following year, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that a right of personal privacy exists under 
the Constitution, and that this right "is broad enough to encompass a woman's decision whether 
or not to terminate her pregnancy." (Roe v. Wade, supra, 410 U.S. at 153.) An explicit right to 
privacy added to the California Constitution in 1972 provided state protection to procreative 
choice that is "at least as broad" as the federal protection set forth in Roe v. Wade. (Committee 
to Defend Reproductive Rights v. Myers (1981), 29 Cal. 3d 252, at 280.) 
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ln 1997, the California Supreme Court invalidated n statute requiring n minor to obtain parental 
consent before obtaining an abortion. (American Academy of Pediatrics v. Lungren ( 1997) 16 
Cal. 4th 307, 314.) Thus, this bill's proposed repeal of the above-referenced provisions is 
consistent with current law. 

Thus, since its inception in 1967, u number of state and federal court decisions have rendered 
various provisions of the state's Therapeutic Abortion Act wholly or partly invalid, and have left 
the validity of other provisions open to serious question. Despite their unconstitutionality, 
however, these provisions have remained largely unchanged in the state's Health and Safety 
Code, because the Legislature has never repealed or modified them in accordance with, or in 
response to, these court decisions. This bill finally addresses this confusing statutory situation by 
deleting the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have been ruled unconstitutional. 
The bill also revises certain other provisions as well, including the name of the state's 
reproductive rights act. In its place, the bill enacts a new Reproductive Privacy Act, as further 
detailed below. 

The Bill Does Not Repeal Or Otherwise Affect Most Other Provisions Of The Act. In addition 
to the provisions noted above found unconstitutional, this bill repeals two other provisions of the 
Therapeutic Abortion Act: Section 123400, which gives the Act its name, and Section 123430, 
which requires DHS to collect abortion statistics for demographic purposes and report them to 
the Legislature. 

The remaining provisions of the Act are not addressed or affected by this bill, and will remain in 
force if this bill is enacted. Those provisions are: 

(1) the "conscience clause" provisions, which protect health care professionals who 
decline to perform or assist in abortions from any discipline, penalty, lawsuit, or 
employment opportunity as a result of their refusal [Section 123420]; 

(2) a provision prohibiting an individual's refusal to consent to abortion or sterilization 
from being grounds for loss of any privileges or denial of public benefits [Section 
123425]; 

(3) a provision establishing that an infant prematurely born alive in the course of an 
abortion has the same right to medical treatment as other infants [Section 123435]; and 

( 4) the provisions governing research and study of fetal remains [Sections 123440 and 
123445]. 

This Bill's Provisions Appear Consistent With Judicially Established Parameters For The 
Regulation Of Abortion. Under the parameters established in Roe v. Wade, the right of personal 
privacy outweighs any legitimate state interest in a woman's pregnancy until the end of the first 
trimester of that pregnancy. ( 410 U.S. at 164.) After the first trimester, a state may regulate 
abortion in ways "reasonably related" to protecting maternal health, and at the point the fetus 
becomes viable, the state may regulate and/or prohibit abortions in the interest of protecting the 
"potentiality ofhwnan life" of the viable fetus, except where abortion is necessary to preserve 
the life or health of the mother. (!g. at 164-65.) 
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Respect for the Right To Privacy In the First Trimester. This bill allows appropriately licensed 
or certified health care professionals to perform or assist in pcrfonning nonsurgical abortions, 
which will permit the administration of approved early-abortion facilitating drugs such as RU-
486. This expansion of abortion rights appears wholly consistent with Roc's mandate that states 
may not interfere with n wonum's right to tcnninatc her pregnancy in the first trimester. 

Regulations Related To Matemul Health: This, bill also continues to require abortions to be 
perfonncd by appropriately licensed health care professionals; subjects those who do not comply 
with the Reproductive Privacy Act to professional discipline; and subjects unlicensed abortion 
providers to criminal sanctions, in conformity with current law. 

Regulations Relating To Preserving Life Of Viable Fetus: In conformity with Roe v. Wade, this 
bill also prohibits state interference with a woman's right to obtain an abortion "prior to the 
viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the 
woman." 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT: A plethora of women's rights and medical organizations are in 
strong support of this legislation, uniformly expressing concerns about the erosion of abortion 
rights in California and the urgent need to ensure continuing and reasonable access to abortion 
services. 

The California Commission on the Status of Women supports SB 1301 as "a contemporary law" 
to govern abortion in California, adding, "this measure is necessary to ensure that California 
women's right to reproductive freedom is protected by a constitutionally sound abortion law." 

The American Association ofUniversity Women-CA also supports the bill, stating it "ensures 
that California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights law that protects privacy rights, 
now and in the future." The group states that "[w]ith the advent and approval ofRU 486 ... 
women have other options besides surgery to end an Wlwanted pregnancy. SB 1301 increases 
access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse practitioners, certified nurse 
midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical abortion pursuant to their current 
scope of practice." 

The League ofWomen Voters writes in support, stating that the bi11 11assures women increased 
access to safe and early methods of abortion by clarifying the ability of health care providers, 
acting within their existing scopes of practice, to perfonn or assist in perfonnance of surgical and 
nonsurgical abortions." 

Other supporters point to the continued efforts of some groups to repeal abortion rights as a 
reason to strengthen California's protection of those rights. The California Women's Law Center 
notes that "a woman's right to choose has been under constant attack since the U.S. Supreme 
Court decided Roe v. Wade," and calls SB 1301 "a crucial piece oflegislation11 to codify the 
"hard fought gains for women and girls" achieved through Roe and other decisions. 

The Grey Panthers of California express similar views in support of the bill: 

(W]e are concerned about the potential for erosion of women's rights, especially in view 
of the antiquated and Wlconstitutional provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act of 
1967 .. .. Women should have an undeniable right to early abortion methods such as 
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RU-486 and to health professionals [who can pcrfonn and assist in] surgical and 
nonsurgical abortions .... We strongly support the Roc v. Wade decision and stand finn 
against any threat to the rights that decision pcnnittcd. 

The American College of Obstetricians tU1d Gynecologists, Cali fomia chapter, asserts that "the 
tem1ination of a pregnancy before viability is a medical matter between a woman and her 
physician." The ACOG supports "the availability of all reproductive options" and opposes 
"um1ecessa.ry regulations or laws which serve to limit or delay access to care, such as those 
provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act being repealed by this measure." 

The Califon1ia Family Health Council writes, "SB 1301 protects women by ensuring 
reproductive health care services are performed in the safest manner possible while eliminating 
the stigma the law has historically placed on the option of abortion services." 

The California District of the American Academy of Pediatrics notes that personal differences of 
opinion about abortion should not limit women's access to legal medical procedures: 

Individual California pediatricians, like other individuals, have differing personal views 
on abortion. However, as an organization of professional health care providers to 
children and adolescents, the AAP-CA believes strongly that no legal medical procedure 
should be made inaccessible. Those who oppose abortion may voice that opposition and 
educate others about their views. However, it is not appropriate for abortions to be 
singled out for unnecessary regulation (unrelated to the medical procedure itself). 

The writer concludes, 

Current California law relating to abortion is inconsistent and in places incoherent. Yet 
the health care system is intended to serve each individual according to his or her needs, 
rather than to act as an enforcer for the will of any interest group. SB 1301 would make 
the laws accessible and consistent so that choice is not blocked. 

ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION: Several groups wrote the Committee in strong opposition to 
the bill, principally objecting to the bill's codification of Roe v. Wade. Although opponents 
concede that the bill will bring California abortion law into conformance with Roe v. Wade, they 
assert that the bill "prematurely" anticipates a reversal of that Supreme Court decision. Further, 
opponents express concern that Roe v. Wade has never been ratified by Congress. 

Capitol Resource Institute writes in opposition, stating that "while men and women certainly 
have not only a right but a responsibility to exercise prudent birth control measures, babies have 
the 'fundamental right' to expect that once conceived they have the right to expect that their 
mothers will give them a chance to protect them and allow them to live ... SB 1301 also says that 
the state shall not deny or interfere with a women's right to choose an abortion. This raises a 
question: What about a doctor who refuses to perform an abortion based on his or her personal 
beliefs? Could that doctor be considered to be interfering with a woman's "fundamental right" 
and therefore be penalized?" 

Campaign for California Families opposes SB 1301 because it "celebrates the killing of pre-born 
children as a 'fundamental right.' Abortion ends a pregnancy by destroying and removing the 
developing child ... Approximately 93% of all induced abortions are done for elective, 
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non-medical reasons such as these. Destroying innocent human life for convenience is wrong 
and should not be seen as a celebration of 'privacy' or ru1ything else." 

California Right to Life also opposes the bill, stating it "would result in effectively installing a 
state version of the federal Roc vs. Wade Supreme Court decision with major expansion 
provisions." 

The Committee on Moral Concerns (CMC) opposes the bill for several reasons. First, it asserts 
that the bill's declaration of an individual's fundamental right of privacy conflicts with a right to 
abortion, which invades the privacy of the aborted fetus. Second, the CMC disputes the bill's 
definition of pregnancy ("the human reproductive process, beginning with the implantation of an 
embryo") as "politically convenient, but ungrounded in scientific reality." 

The CMC further argues that the bill's apparent restrictions on abortion of a viable fetus are 
meaningless, since they apply only where a physician determines that continuing the pregnancy 
would pose "no risk to the life or health of the pregnant woman." The CMC asserts, "since there 
is no such thing as an absolutely risk-free childbirth, there is no such thing as an illegal abortion, 
as long as the abortionist is licensed." · 

California Pro Life Council also opposes the bill, stating "our most grave concern ... is the repeal 
of the requirement that only physicians may do abortions in California. Clear language to assure 
that only physicians and surgeons are authorized to do abortions in California is a minimum the 
women of California should expect." 

Prior Related Legislation. SB 1360 (Sen. Health & Human Services Cmte.), Ch. 415, Stats. of 
1995 (reorganized and renumbered sections ofHealth and Safety Code, including Therapeutic 
Abortion Act, formerly located at Sections 25950-25954 of the Code). 

REGISTERED SUPPORT I OPPOSITION: 

Support 

American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District 
American Association of University Women, California 
American Association of University Women, San Jose Branch 
American Association ofUniversity Women, Santa Cruz Branch 
American Civil Liberties Union 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX 
American Medical Women's Association 
Board of Supervisors, County of Santa Cruz 
California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action League 
California Church Impact 
California Commission on the Status of Women 
California Family Health Council 
California Medical Association 
California National Organization for Women 
California Nurses Association 
California Pro·Choice Republicans 
California Women Lawyers 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-960

1620



AF - 20

California Women 's Law Center 
California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
Democratic Women of Santa Barbaro County 
Democratic Women's Club, Pebble Beach 
Hadassah 
Lambda Letters Project 
League of Women Voters of California 
Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern California Chapter 
National Council of Jewish Women 
Nntionnl Health Law Program 
National Latina Alliance 
National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter 
National Women's Political Caucus of California 
Older Women's League 
People for the American Way 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 
Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 
Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 
Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 
Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 
Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura and 
Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino Counties 
Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County 
San Louis Obispo Counties 
Santa Cruz Women's Health Center 
Six Rivers Planned Parenthood 
Valley Women's Club 
Voters for Choice 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 
Women's Programs, Monterey Peninsula College 
Workmen's CircleiArbeter Ring (Southern California District) 

Opposition 

California ProLife Council 
Committee on Moral Concerns 
Capitol Resource Institute 
Campaign for California Families 
California Right to Life Committee 

Analysis Prepared by: Drew Liebert I JUD. I (916) 319-2334 

SB 1301 
Page 9 
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SENATE THIRD READING 
SB 1301 (Kuehl) 
As Amended April 8, 2002 
Majority vote 

SENATE VOTE: 22-12 

JUDICIARY 8-2 

Ayes: Corbett, Dutra, Jackson, Longville, 
Shelley, Steinberg, Vargas, Wayne 

Nays: Bates, Robert Pacheco 

APPROPRIATIONS 17-4 

Ayes: Steinberg, Alquist, Aroner, Cohn, 
Corbett, Daucher, Diaz, Firebaugh, 
Goldberg, Negrete McLeod, Papan, 
Pavley, Simitian, Washington, 
Wiggins, Wright, Zettel 

Nays: Bates, Ashburn, Robert Pacheco, 
Dickerson 

HEALTH 

SB 1301 
Page 1 

13-6 

Ayes: Thomson, Chan, Chavez, Cohn, 
Frommer, Goldberg, Koretz, Negrete 
McLeod, Richman, Salinas, 
Strom-Martin, Washington, Wayne 

Nays: Robert Pacheco, Aanestad, Bates, 
Dickerson, Runner, Zettel 

SUMMARY: Deletes various statutory provisions regarding abortion and enacts in their place a 
new state Reproductive Privacy Act. Specifically, among other things, this bill: 

I) Deletes scattered sections pertaining to reproductive privacy issues and enacts a new 
California Reproductive Privacy Act, which provides that "it is the public policy of the state 
of California that: a) every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth 
control; b) every woman has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
to obtain an abortion, except as specifically limited by this article; and c) the state shall not 
deny or interfere with a woman's fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this article." 

2) Repeals Health and Safety Code Section 12341 0 and in its place provides that "the state may 
not deny or interfere with a woman's right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of 
the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the woman." 

3) Provides that the performance of an abortion is unauthorized if either of the following is true: 

a) The person performing or assisting in the abortion is not a health care provider authorized 
to perform or assist in an abortion pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 
2253; or, 
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b) The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and in the good faith medical judgment of 
the physician, the fetus was viable and continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to the 
life or health of the pregnant woman. 

4) Deletes the reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and instead provides that failure to 
comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act in performing, procuring, aiding, or offering to 
procure an illegal abortion constitutes unprofessional conduct. 

5) Provides that a person is subject to criminal penalties: a) if he or she assists at a surgical 
abortion and does not have a valid license or certificate obtained under a law authorizing him 
or her to perform the functions necessary to assist at a surgical abortion; or, b) if he or she 
performs or assists at a nonsurgical abortion without a valid license to practice as a physician 
or surgeon, or a valid license or certificate obtained under another law authorizing him or her 
to perform or assist in the functions necessary for a nonsurgical abortion. 

6) Provides that for the purposes of this section, "nonsurgical abortion includes termination of 
pregnancy through the use of pharmacologic agents." 

EXISTING LAW: 

1) Authorizes, in the Therapeutic Abortion Act, that a holder of a physician's and surgeon's 
certificate may perform an abortion only if it takes place in an accredited hospital and is 
approved by a committee that finds that: a) there is substantial risk that continuance of the 
pregnancy would gravely impair the physical or mental health of the mother; and/or, b) the 
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest. 

2) Has declared, through case law, that the medical criteria and approval processes for obtaining 
an abortion contained in state codes are unconstitutional. (Planned Parenthood v. Ashcroft 
(1983) 462 U.S. 476; Akron v. Akron Center for Reproductive Health (I 983) 462 U.S. 416; 
Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 179; People v. Barksdale (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 320.) 

3) Provides that in no event shall termination of a pregnancy be approved after the 20th week of 
pregnancy. 

4) Has invalidated this section's requirement that an abortion must be approved by a medical 
committee. (People v. Barksdale, supra, 8 Cal. 3d. at 328. Questions remain as to its validity 
regarding prohibition on abortions after the 20th week of pregnancy. (See, e.g., 65 Ops. 
Atty. Gen. 261; and Feminist Women's Health Center v. Philobosian (1984) 157 Cal. App. 3d 
1076, 1084 n.3.)) 

FISCAL EFFECT: According to the Assembly Appropriations analysis, negligible fiscal impact. 

COMMENTS: If one were to rely solely on a review of California's statutes regarding our laws 
regulating abortion, he or she would end up with a substantial misconception about the current 
state of this law. For, as the author notes in support of this legislation, many of our statutes 
governing abortion have been rendered obsolete by federal and state Supreme Court decisions. 
The problem is, they still remain on the books, and have yet to be repealed or modified in 
accordance with controlling case law. The result, she notes, "is a cryptic, often inconsistent 
abortion code that is laden with constitutional problems." The author also states that these 
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outdated statutes also single out abortions for unnecessary regulation that has not been imposed 
on more complex procedures, and the existing statutes fail to address and accommodate major 
advances in medical practice, such as early abortion methods like mifepristone (otherwise known 
as and hereafter referred to as RU-486). 

According to the author, this bill, sponsored by Planned Parenthood, addresses these problems 
comprehensively by: 

1) Protecting Californians' fundamental right to choose a safe and legal abortion (even if the 
Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections contained in Roe v. Wade). 

2) Providing greater access to early abortion methods like RU-486 by eliminating arbitrary 
barriers that currently impede the ability of licensed health care professionals to treat patients 
in the area of reproductive health. 

3) Deleting language in current state law that has been found unconstitutional in state and 
federal courts. 

4) Treating abortion like other comparable medical procedures, and allowing healthcare 
providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice, to perform or assist in the 
performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

5) Allowing for future advancements in medical science relative to non-surgical abortion 
techniques by not limiting them, while simultaneously clarifying that medication-induced 
abortions is an appropriate method to be included among other non-surgical abortion 
techniques. 

In support of these changes, the author concludes with this comment: 

We have an anti-choice President, an anti-choice Congress, and a Supreme Court 
that's one vote away from overturning Roe v. Wade. Now is the time to protect 
our right to choose- right here in California. SB 1301 will keep abortion safe and 
legal in California even if the Supreme Court overturns Roe. 

The state's existing abortion law, called the Therapeutic Abortion Act, was signed by former 
Governor Ronald Reagan and took effect in 1967. This act provided for women's access to 
abortion services, but spelled out various conditions that had to be met before a woman could 
obtain an abortion. In the 1970's, a number of sections were added to the Therapeutic Abortion 
Act, primarily dealing with "conscience clause" issues and the treatment of fetal remains. 

Several current abortion statutes are invalid and appropriate for repeal. In 1972, the California 
Supreme Court declared several provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act, those requiring 
prior approval by a medical comminee, and limiting approval to cases of rape, incest, or where 
the pregnancy threatened to "gravely impair" the physical or mental health of the mother, 
impermissibly vague and therefore unconstitutional. (People v. Barksdale.) Other provisions 
facilitating these statutes, those requiring the input of the DA, establishing the proper formation 
of the medical committee, and defining "mental illness" for the purposes of the Act, were 
declared invalid as well. (!Q. at 334.) 
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The following year, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that a right of personal privacy exists under 
the Constitution, and that this right "is broad enough to encompass a woman's decision whether 
or not to tern1inate her pregnancy." (Roe v. Wade.) An explicit right to privacy added to the 
California Constitution in 1972 provided state protection to procreative choice that is "at least as 
broad" as the federal protection set forth in Roe v. Wade. (Committee to Defend Reproductive 
Rights v. Myers (1981).) 

In 1997, the California Supreme Court invalidated a statute requiring a minor to obtain parental 
consent before obtaining an abortion. (American Academy ofPediatrics v. Lungren (1997).) 
Thus, this bill's proposed repeal of the above-referenced provisions is consistent with current 
law. 

Thus, since its inception in 1967, a number of state and federal court decisions have rendered 
various provisions of the state's Therapeutic Abortion Act wholly or partly invalid, and have left 
the validity of other provisions open to serious question. Despite their unconstitutionality, 
however, these provisions have remained largely unchanged in the state's Health and Safety 
Code, because the Legislature has never repealed or modified them in accordance with, or in 
response to, these court decisions. This bill finally addresses this confusing statutory situation by 
deleting the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have been ruled unconstitutional. 
The bill also revises certain other provisions as well, including the name of the state's 
reproductive rights act. In its place, the bill enacts a new Reproductive Privacy Act, as further 
detailed below. 

This bill's provisions appear consistent with judicially established parameters for the regulation 
of abortion. Under the parameters established in Roe v. Wade, the right of personal privacy 
outweighs any legitimate state interest in a woman's pregnancy until the end of the first trimester 
of that pregnancy. After the first trimester, a state may regulate abortion in ways "reasonably 
related" to protecting maternal health, and at the point the fetus becomes viable, the state may 
regulate and/or prohibit abortions in the interest of protecting the "potentiality of human life" of 
the viable fetus, except where abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the mother. 

This bill allows appropriately licensed or certified health care professionals to perform or assist 
in performing nonsurgical abortions, which will permit the administration of approved early-
abortion facilitating drugs such as RU-486. This expansion of abortion rights appears wholly 
consistent with Roe's mandate that states may not interfere with a woman's right to terminate her 
pregnancy in the first trimester. 

This bill also continues to require abortions to be performed by appropriately licensed health care 
professionals; subjects those who do not comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act to 
professional discipline; and subjects unlicensed abortion providers to criminal sanctions, in 
conformity with current law. 

In conformity with Roe v. Wade, this bill also prohibits state interference with a woman's right to 
obtain an abortion "prior to the viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to 
preserve the life or health of the woman." 

Analysis Prepared by: Drew Liebert I IUD. I (916) 319-2334 FN: 0006135 
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SB 1301 (Kuehl) -
The Reproductive Privacy Act 

What does SB 1301 do? 

• Protects the llight to Choice in 
California 
The Reproductive Privacy Act will 
protect Californians' fundamental right 
to choose a safe and legal abortion -
even if the Supreme Court further 
reduces the federal protections contained 
in Roe v. Wade. 

• Provides Women Greater Access to 
Early Non-Surgical Abortion Methods 
SB 1301 will provide greater access to 
early abortion methods like mifepristone 
(RU-486) by eliminating arbitrary 
barriers that currently impede the ability 
of licensed health care professionals to 
treat patients in the area of reproductive 
health. 

• Deletes unconstitutional laws 
SB 1301 deletes language in current 
state law that has been found 
unconstitutional in state and federal 
courts. 

• Treats abortion like other comparable 
medical procedures 
Today, abortions are singled out for 
regulation that doesn't apply even to 
more complex procedures. SB 1301 
allows healthcare providers, acting 
within their particular scopes of practice, 
to perfonn or assist in the perfonnance 
of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

Why is the bill necessary? 

In 1967, Governor Ronald Reagan signed 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act, which 
expanded legal abortion in California under 
very restrictive criteria. Most of those 
restrictions were subsequently ruled 
unconstitutional in the 1972 California 
Supreme Court case People v. Barksdale. 
The United States Supreme Court issued its 
landmark Roe v. Wade decision in 1973, 
bolstering California's recognition of 
abortion as a privacy right guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the United States. Though 
Roe and Barksdale have rendered much of 
the Therapeutic Abortion Act obsolete, the 
Act itself has never been repealed by the 
Legislature. The end result is a cryptic, often 
inconsistent abortion code that is laden with 
constitutional problems. 

Who supports the bill? 

The bill is supported by Governor Davis and the 
top leadership of both the Assembly and Senate. 
The bill is also supported by a large number of 
women's groups, healthcare providers, civil rights 
groups, and pro-choice organizations. A complete 
list of sponsors and supporters is attached. 

Why now? 

We have an anti-choice President, an anti-choice 
Congress, and a Supreme Court that could be one 
vote away from overturning Roe v. Wade. Now is 
the time to protect our right to choose - right here 
in California. SB 1301 would keep abortion safe 
and legal in California even if the Supreme Court 
undercuts Roe. 
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JWte 10, 2002 

Elizabeth G. Hill 
Legislative Analyst 
925 L Street, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax No. 916-324-4281 

United States Justice Foundation 

Dave Cox, Minority Floor Leader 
CALIFORNIA STATE ASSEMBLY 
Capitol Building, Room No. 31 04 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax No. 916-349-1999 

RE Comments on SB1301: Reproductive Privacy Legislation 

Dear Gentlepersons: 

This serves as a brief analysis of SB 1301. This particular bill is not pragmatically sound and 
would be detrimental to the health and safety of California's women. Planned Parenthood, as an 
example, is already allowing unlicensed personnel to practice medicine without a medical license. 
Women are not told that unlicensed personnel will be assisting in surgical procedures. Indeed, 
some of their personnel have no licenses, whatsoever, and only a few months of training, before 
they are allowed to "assist" in abortion procedures. These employees are apparently responsible 
for actually handling surgical equipment during the performance of procedures, including mid and 
late-term abortions. This is simply unconscionable and presents a danger to the health and safety 
of thousands of women in San Diego alone. 

Whlle it might be easy for someone to say that this is mere rhetoric from those who oppose 
abortion, the facts speak for themselves. I have enclosed the sworn deposition testimony of two 
Planned Parenthood employees who, under oath, admit that they do not have licenses, but have 
assisted in the performance of "hundreds" of abortions in the last three years. One can see from 
their sworn testimony that neither employee bad any specific training in abortion procedures. In 
fact, one of the employees is not even familiar with the basic terminology used in a 'therapeutic 
abortion• setting. SB1301 would greatly relax restrictions on who can participate/assist in the 
performance of"therapeutic abortions." Existing law already states that licensed physicians are 
the only personnel who may "assist'' in an abortion. California Health & Safety Code § 123405. 
The fact suggest that this law is simply overlooked by abortion providers and that woinen are not 
told about this oversight 

2091 East Valley Parkway • Suite 1-C • Escondido, California 92027 • (760) 741-8086 • Fax (? 
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Who Supports the Reproductive Privacy Act? 

Elec.ted Officials: 
Governor Gray Davis 
Lieutenant Governor Cruz Bustamante 
Assembly Speaker Herb Wesson 

(principal co-author) 
Senate President Pro Tempore John Burton 

(principal co-author) 
Senator Alpert 
Assemblymember Alquist 
Assemblymember Aroner 
Assemblymember Canciamilla 
Assemblymember Cedillo 
Assemblymember Chan 
Senator Chesbro 
Assemblymember Chu 
Assemblymember Cohn 
Assemblymember Corbett 
Assemblymember Diaz 
Senator Escutia 
Senator Figueroa 
Assemblymember Firebaugh 
Assemblymember Frommer 
Assemblymember Goldberg 
Assemblymember Jackson 

(principal co-author) 
Senator Karnette 
Assemblymember Keeley 
Assemblymember Kehoe 
Assemblymember Koretz 
Assemblymember Liu 
Assemblymember Longville 
Assemblymember Lowenthal 
Assemblymember Matthews 
Assemblymember McLeod 
Assemblymember Nakano 
Assemblymember Nation 
Assemblymember Oropeza 
Senator Ortiz 
Assemblymember Pavley 
Senator Perata 
Assemblymember Richman 
Senator Romero 
Assemblymember Salinas 
Assemblymernber Shelley 
Assernblymember Simitian 
Senator Speier 
Assernblymember Steinberg 

Assemblymember Strom-Martin 
Senator Torlakson 
Assernblymernber Vargas 
Assemblymember Wayne 
Assemblymember Wiggins 
Board of Supervisors, County of Santa Cruz 
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Who Supports the Reproductive Privacy Act? 

Women's Organizations: 
American Association of University Women, California 
American Association of University Women, San Jose 
Chapter 
American Association ofUniversity Women, Santa Cruz 
Chapter 
California C01runission on the Status ofWomen 
California National Organization for Women 
California Women's Law Center 
California Women Lawyers 
Contra Costa Commission for Women 
Democratic Activists for Women Now 
Democratic Women of Santa Barbara County 
Democratic Women's Club of Santa Cruz County 
Democratic Women's Club ofMonterey County 
Hadassah 
League ofWomen Voters of California 
League of Women Voters of the Monterey Peninsula 
League of Women Voters, Santa Cruz County 
Marin County Women's Conunission 
National Council of Jewish Women 
National Latina Alliance 
National Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula 
Chapter 
National Organization for Women, San Jose/South Bay 
Chapter 
National Women's Political Caucus of California 
Older Women's League 
Santa Cruz County Women's Commission 
The Women's Foundation 
Valley Women 's Club 
Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, 
Monterey County 
Women Lawyers Association of Los Angeles 
Women Lawyers of Santa Cruz County 
Women's International League for Peace and 
Freedom, Fresno Branch 
Women's Programs, Monterey Peninsula College 

Civil Rights Organizations: 
American Civil Liberties Union 
American Civil Liberties Union, Santa Cruz County 
Democratic Central Committee of Santa Cruz County 
Green Party, Monterey County 
Lawyers Club of San Diego 
Local 715, Service Employees International Union 
Los Angeles County Young Democrats 
Orcutt Republican Club 
People for the American Way 
Peoples Democratic Club of Santa Cruz 

Santa Clara County Democratic Central Committee 
United Nations Association of Santa Cruz County 
West Hollywood Democratic Club 
27th AD Democratic Committee 

Health Care Organizations: 
American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District IX 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, 
District IX 
California Family Health Council 
California Medical Association 
American Medical Women's Association 
California Nurses Association 
California Women's and Children's Health Coalition 
Central Coast Alliance for Health 
CommuniCare Health Centers 
National Health Law Program 
Physicians for Reproductive Choice and Health 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 
Planned Parenthood Golden Gate 
Planned Parenthood Los Angeles 
Planned Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino Counties 
Planned Parenthood Mar Monte 
Planned Parenthood of Pasadena 
Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 
Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura and San 
Luis Obispo Counties 
Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo 
Santa Cruz Women's Health Center 
Six Rivers Planned Parenthood 
T.H.E. Clinic, Inc. 
Women's Health Collaborative 
Women's Health Specialists 
Women's Lifecycle Medical Group 

Pro-Choice Organizations: 
California Abortion & Reproductive Rights Action League 
California Pro-Choice Republicans 
Choice USA, UC Santa Cruz Chapter 
Medical Students for Choice, University of Southern 
California Chapter 
Pro Choice Coalition of Santa Clara County 
Religious Coalition for Reproductive Choice 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County 
Reproductive Rights Network of Ventura County 
San Luis Obispo County Pro-Choice Coalition 
Voters for Choice 
Zero Population Growth of Monterey Bay 
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Page 2. 
SB1301 Analysis 

SB1301 would absolutely gut the protection now afforded to women per Section 123405. 
Moreover, it would readily allow unqualified personnel to assist in operating on women. And, 
there is no requirement that women be alerted to the fact that wilicensed personnel will be 
operating on them. Informed consent should require such disclosures and SB 1301 completely 
overlooks thls important medico-legal fact. 

SB 1301 places a stamp of approval on the type of conduct that is testified to in the attached 
exhibits. The testimony is undeniable and under sworn oath. It would be incredibly irresponsible 
for the State of California to relax restrictions regarding the provision of qualified and licensed 
personnel to California's women. It is trusted that you will analyze and vote responsibly on SB 
1301 after reading the attached testimony. 

Most respectfully Submitted: 

UNITED STATES nJSTICE FOUNDATION 

cc 

81>96 1 t> L 09L: 

Herb Wesson, Speaker 
Kevin Shelley, Majority Floor Leader 
Wilma Chan, Majority Whip 
Dennis Mountjoy, Minority Whip 
Dion Aroner, Democratic Caucus Chair 
Tony Strickland, Republican Caucus Chair LE
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6 

7 

8 

9 

0 

L 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE QF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN D:IEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRiCT 

MARIE WI:LRERSON I AVECl:TA MUCINO I . . .,. 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED . 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

Plaintiffs, 

) 
) 
) 
) . 

Page 2 

vs. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 728883 
. . 

KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALP D 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA 

. . 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN I JO ANN . 
KRIEPEL, and DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 

Defendants. 

. ) . 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

... 

DEPOSITION OF AVECITA MUCINO, taken by the Defendants, at 
625 Broadway, Suite 1400, San Diego, 
commencing at 4 : 41p . m., Wednesday , November 14, 2001, 

before CHERYL M. ·BOLEY, CSR No. 9512, pursuant to Notice. 

I • 
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I ArPEARANCf:S: 
2 For the l'laintitts: 
3 LAW OFACES OF JAMES E. Mc:Et.R.OY 

BV: JAMES E. McElROY . 
4 SHANNON NUGF..NT 

62S Oro:tdw:ty, Suite 1400 
5 S11.n Dlceo. 9ll01 

(6l9) 232-66116 
6 
7 For the Oo!ftndnr Kenneth Tyler Scott: 
8 HElMUS ct WATKINS, LLP 

BY: DANIEL R. WATKINS 
9 1912 North Broadway, Suite 205 

SontJ Allll. Clli(ornio 92706 
10 (714) 835-2211 
ll 

12 

ll 

14 

IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
2) 
24 
2S 

For the Ronald D. Brock: 

UNITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION 
BY: RICHARD 0 . ACKERMAN 
2091 Enst Vwley S11ilc I..C 
Escondido. CAlifornia 92027 
(760) 74l-.8086 

I INDEX 
2 
J A Vf:CITA MUCINO 

PAGE 
4 

E.uminnlion By Mr. Wntkins S,55 
s 
(J 

7 
8 

By Mr. Ackcm1an 39 

Page l 

Page 4 

• QUI!!.TIONS WitNESS INSTRUCTUD NOT TO ANSWER 
9 

10 

II 

12 
13 
14 

Page Line 

41 13 

4J 21 

IS cXIIIUITS 
16 
17 DEFENDANTS' DESCRIPTION 
18 (None) 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

MARKED 

' 
I 
z 
l 
4 
5 
6 
7 

AVE CIT A MUCINO. 
having been first duly sworn. wos 
c.umined and testified as follows: 

a 
9 EXAMINAnON 

10 BY MR. WATKINS: 
ll Q Can )'OU please your n11mc and spell your 
12 fUll name for the record. 
ll • · A My n•mc? 
1-4 · Q Please. 
IS A Avtcltrd\lucino. 
16 Q Will you spell that. please. 
17 ;.. t\ A-V-ti-C-1-T-,\, M-V-C-1-N-0. 
18 Q Do you have 4 middle nante? 
19 A No, I doo'L 
20 Q Ms. Mucioo, as l mentioned earlier, nty name is 
21 Dan Watkins. and I represent Ken Scoh and we're goinr; 10 
22 nsk you questions vr.ry muc:h like we did with 
2.l M:o.. And f \otOn't go over :all the ml'!'onitloits, 
24 but I want to rl:mind you one undc:r o;nb, just 
25 likcy!IU would be undcrotlth Inn court oflnw. Do YOII 

I understand that? 
2 A Yes: 

Paqo.? 6 

J Q And please make sure you understand my question 
4 so that !here's no confusion between the two of us and 
S what we're talking abouL 
6 lftly:re's any ambiguity in your mind, point it 
7 out and I'll restate the question in a different way. Do 
8 you understand that? · 
9 A Yes. 

I 0 Q W.hat's your date of birth, ma'am? 
I I A 12/5/62. 
12 Q I'm sony? 
13 A 12/S/62. 
14 Q 
IS A 
16 Q 
17 A 
l8 Q 
19 A 
20 Q 
21 A 
22 Q 
23 
24 
25 

that 
A 
Q 

Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
No. 
_Are you employed? 
Yes. 
How so? Who are you employed by? 
Planned Parenthood. 
How long have you been with Planned Parenthood? 
Three years. 
So when did you start? I should have asked 

October '98. 
Before we go into your work nt Planned 

3 (Pages 3 i 
909) 981-1300 PRECISION COURT REPORTING SERVICES {800) 
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.1 · ' .. " 
Page 7 Page !) 

Parenthood, do you have a high school diploma? 1 Bryman? 
2 A No. I have aGED. 2 A '87, '88. 
3 Q When did you accomplish that? 3 Q Do you have any other experiences 
4 A 1985. 4 other than Bryman? 
5 Q Other than the GED, do you have any other s A No. 
6 edutation? 6 Q And how have you been employed since completing 
7 A Medical assistant. 7 Bryman? What was your first job after that? 
8 Q So you went to a medical assistant's course? 8 A Family Planning Associate, Medical Croup. 
9 A Yes. 9 Q Oh, Associates Medical Group? 

10 • Q Where was that? 10 A Uh-bub. 
It A Los Angeles, Cali(omia. 11 Q Is that a:''yes"? 
12 Q The name of the school? 12 A Yes. ·' 
J3 A Bryman · 13 Q And were yoiJ a medical assistant there? 
14 Q Can you spell that? 14 A Yes. _!\, 

15 A 8-R-Y-M-A-N. 15 Q What were your job responsibilities? r:t7 16 Q Thank you. 16 A Taking vital signs :sod lab work. / 17 And what was the - what did yqu study there as 11 Q Did you do counseling? 
18 a medical assistant? 18 A No. 
19 A Patient care and vital signs and lab. 19 Q Did you assist in any procedures? 
20 Q I'm sorry? ?f 20 A Yes. 
2 1 A Lab. Laboratory. 21 Q Did you assist in first abortions? 
22 Q Oh, lab work? 22 A Yes • . .., .. A U.h-hnh,lub work.. And phlebotomist • 23 Q Did you assist in second term abortions? -.J 

24 Q Is Bryman a school that's des igned to prov1de 24 A No. 
25 medical assistant education .for fruT)ily p1anning? 25 Q How about did }'op"-ever assist in a medically 

Pa9e a I o 

A No. I necessary third term abortion? 
2 Q It's general medical assisting? 2 A No. 
3 A General. 3 Q 1-lave you ever assisted in a partial birth 
4 Q Did you learn any surgical procedures there, how 4 abortion? 
5 to assist in surgical procedures at Bryman? 5 A Can you explain th:at? 
6 A No surgicnl. Well, yes, surgic.:tl procedure like 6 Q If you don't understand the term, then you. don't 
7 assisting a doctor in any surgical procedure, not a 7 have to answer the Do you know what a partial 
8 certain procedure. ,...8 birth abortion is? 
9 Q JIJst bteneral surgical procedures? \.9 A No. 

10 A Right. 10 Q Have you ever heard that tenn? 
II Q Did you study anatomy? II A No. 
12 A Only what is involved in the course, no more. 12 Q Approximately how many times did you assist in 
13 Q Well, did you have a course on anatomy? 13 first tem1 abortions at Family Planning Associates 
14 A No, not thnt Sf)Ccific, just anatomy. 14 Medical Group? 
15 Q What? IS A A lot of limes. 
16 A But-- well. of course. because the course 16 Q I'm sorry? 
17 involves an3tomy. 17 A A lot of I can't -- y 18 Q So in relationship to the different subjects 18 Q More than I 00? 
19 that you studied. you studied anatomy as it applied to. 19. A Yes. 
20 tor example. your surgical procedures? 20 Q More than 500? 
21 A Right. 21 A I don't know. 
22 Q So it was kind of part and parcel to the other 22 Q Hundreds? I 

23 courses thnt you were studying? 23 A Yes. 
24 A Yes. 24 Q I'll let Mr. Ackennan question you on the 
25 Q And when d id you complete your coursework at 25 different types of procedures. I'm not familiar with 

4 (Pages 7 tr. 1n' 
(909) 981-1300 PRECISION COURT REPORTING SERVICES (800) 98 
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"' 

those. 
How long were you with Family Planning 

Medical Group? 
A From '89 to '"T (g89 to '97. 
Q Excuse me. 1989 through 1997?· 
A' No, 1989-
Q Right. 
A -to 1997. 
Q So about eight years? 
A Yes. 

Page ll 

I I Q Were you a medical assistant the entire time? 
12 A Yes. · 
13 Q And during that eight-year period you did not do 
14 any counseling? 
15 A No. 
16 Q And after leaving Famity Planning Associates, is 
I 7 that when you went to Planned Parenthood? 
I.S A Yes. 
19 Q Did you work anywhere else in between the two? 
20 A No. 
21 Q Aod your Jab· responsibili3ies wh you 
22 started at Planned Parenthood? 
23 A Surgical servic-es assistant. · · 
24 Q And what were your responsibilities 
25 surgical services assistant? · · 

A Counseling patients. assisting the doctor in lhc 
2 
J d Post-procedure care .as well? 
4 A No. 
5 Q And hnve you counseled hundreds of different 
6 patients? 
7 A Yes. 
8 Q Hnve you-· again.the .counseling tha.tyou're 
9 providing. is that before the procedure? 

10 A 
II Q The procedures that you've assisted with Planned 
12 Parenthood, do these include first term abortions? 
13 A Yes. 
14 Q Second terrn abortions? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q And third term abortions? Have you assisted in 
17 any of those? 
18 A Wbat do you mean by third? 
19 Q An abortion thnt occurs in the third trimester 
20 for medical reasons or othen.yise. 
H A No. 

MR. ACKERMAN: Can we go off the record? 
!3 (Off the record) 

BY MR. WATKINS: ,-. ::> Q Approximately how many first term abortions have 

Page 1) 

1 you assisted with at Planned Parenthood? 
2 A I clo!:''t know. 
J Q Hundreds? 
4 A Yes. 
5 Q Would it be more than I 00? 
6 A ye3, 
7 Q Well, don't guess, and don't give me an answer 
8 just because you think l want it. I'm just trying to get 
9 an estimate from you. If it's not I 00, it's not-

JO A More tban 100. . 
I t Q How about second tenn abortions? How many of 
12 those? 
13 A About the same. ·. 
14 Q And arc still a surgical services assistant? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q I'm looking at at one that 
17 you've $igned in this case dated March 11, 1999, and it 
18 mllkes reference to an incident on February 27, 1999. 
19 Do you have memory of something occurring on. 
20 February 27, '99. incident? 
21 A Yes. 
22 Q Are th·ere any other incidents that you•re 
23 complaining of as pal't' of this lawsuit aside of wh'at 
24 happened on February 27. 1999? 
25 A No. 

·-

Q And nrc you · · prior to Febmnry 27, 1999. did 
you ever work on n Saturday at Mission Valley Plnnnl!d 
Parenthood? 

A Ves. 
Q And did you work on Snturdays as part of that 

rotation thnt we with Ms. Wilkerson. just it 
7 would come up maybe two times a month you'd· work on 
8 Saturdays? 
9 A No. Two shiftS, either you work Monday through 

10 Friday or Tuesday through S:.turday. So I was on the 
II Tuesday through Saturday schedule. 
12 Q And did you work every Saturdp,y then? 
13 A Yes. 
14 Q Do. you C\)ntinuc to work every Saturday'} 
IS A No. 
16 Q So initially when you were employed at Planned 
17 Parenthood. you were working every S:nurday, Tuesday 
18 through Saturdny? 
19 A Yes. 
20 did that change? 
21 bout a year and a half ago. 
22 hy did that change? 
23 ccause of my needs of my family. I needed to 
24 have SRturday off to spend more time with my family. 
25 Q I don't want to get into your private life. 

5 (Pages 11 to 
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Assembly Republican Bill Analysis 
Judiciary Committee 

58 1301 (KUEHL) 
REPRODUCTIVE PRIVACY A CT. 

Version: 4/8/02 Last Amended 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) 

Vice-Chair: Tom Harman 
Tax or Fee Increase : No Vote: Majority 

Oppose Recast statutory law, in keeping with federal and state supreme court 
decisions, to provide that the state shall not interfere with a woman's right 
to abortion, which includes diluting the parental role in child upbringing. 

' Should the statutory law be recast, in keeping with 
federal and state supreme court decisions, to 
provide that the state shall not deny or interfere with 
a woman's right to choose whether to bear a child 
or to abort, which includes diluting the role of 
parents in the upbringing of their minor children? 

: ' Tbis bill: (1) Deletes and revises provisions of 
the California Therapeutic Abortion Act and 
r enames it to be the Reproductive Privacy Act; 
(2) Declares legislative intent to protect the 
reproductivity privacy of a ll Californians; and 
(3) Provides that every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to 
reproductive decisions, and the state shaH not 
d eny or iute.-fere with a woman's right to choose 
to bear a child or to choose an abortion, except 
in limited circumstan ces. More 
specifically this bill: 
1. Deletes scattered sections pertaining to 

reproductive privacy issues and enacts a new 
California Reproductive Privacy Act, which 
provides that it is the public policy of the state 
ofCalifomia that: (1) "every individual has the 
fundamental right to choose or refuse birth 
control;" (2) has the fundamental 

Senate Republican Floor Votes (22-12) 5/16/02 
Ayes: Me Pherson 
Noes: All Other Republicans Except 
Abs. / NV: Johannessen 

Assembly Republican Judiciary Votes (8-2) 6/11/02 
Ayes: None 
Noes: Bates, Robert Pacheco 
Abs. I NV: Hannan, Rod Pacheco 

Assembly Republican Votes (0-0) 1/1101 
Ayes: None 
Noes: None 
Abs. / NV: None 

Assembly Republican 
Ayes: None 
Noes: None 
Abs. I NV: None 

Votes (0-0) 1/1/01 

[ight to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
to obtain an abortion, except as 

1uruted IOCU)IS:.at:tiCie;.anij"l3)''the state shall 
not deny or interfere with a woman's 
fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to 
choose and obtain an abortion, except as 
specifically permitted by this article." 

2. Repeals Section 123410 of the Health and 
Safety Code and provides, in its place, that "the 
state may not deny or interfere with a woman's 
right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to 
viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is 
necessary to preserve the life or health of the 
woman." 

3. Provides that the performance of an abortion is 
unauthorized if either of the following is true: 
(1) The person performing or assisting in the 
abortion is not a health care provider authorized 
to perform or assist in an abortion pursuant to 
Section 2253 of the Busines d Professions 
Code· or The a60rtion is performed on a 

able fetus, and in the good faith medical 
judgment of the physician, the fetus was viable 
and continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk 
to the life or health of the pregnant woman. 

anous terms, me u mg pregnancy 
(defined as "the human reproductive process, 
beginning with the implantation of an embryo,") 
and 2) viability {defined as "the point in a 
pregnancy when, in the good faith medical 
judgment of a physician, on the particular facts 
of the case before that physician, there is a 
reasonable likelihood of the fetus's sustained 
survival outside the uterus without the 
application of extraordinary medical 
measures.") 

5. Deletes the provision in existing law that 
provides that the Department of Health Services 
(DHS) shall have a system established for the 
reporting of abortions to determine their 
demographic effects, and to assess legal and 
medical standards pertaining to abortion 
practices, and report its findings to the 
Legislature every two years. 

6. Deletes the reference to the "Therapeutic 
Abortion Act" and instead provides that failure 
to comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act in 
performing, procuring, aiding, or offering to 
procure an illegal abortion constitutes 
unprofessional conduct. 
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Assembly Republican Bill Analysis 
7. Provides that a person is subject to criminal 

penal.ties 1) if he or she assists at a surgical 
abortion and does not have a valid license or 
certificate obtained under a law authorizing him 
or to the functions necessary to 
ass1st at a surgtcal abortion; or 2) if he or she 
performs or assists at a nonsurgical abortion 
without a valid license to practice as a physician 
or surgeon, or a valid license or certificate 
obtained under another law authorizing him or 
her to perfom1 or assist in the functions 
necessary for a nonsurgical abortion. 

8. Provides that for the purposes of this section 
II • ) 
nonsurg1cal abortion includes termination of 

pregnancy through the use of pharmacologic 
agents." (I.e. authorizes non-physicians to 
p erform non-surgical abortions- a nurse 
could prescribe RU-486). 

________ : ____ : ____ :_== __ _. .... !1.-

American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District; American 
Association of University Women, California; American 
Association of University Women, San Jose Branch; 
American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz 
Branch; American Civil Liberties Union; American 
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX; 
American Medical Women's Association; Board of 
Supervisors, County of Santa Cruz; California Abortion 
& Reproductive Rights Action League; California Church 
Impact; California Commission on the Status of Women; 
California FamjJy Health Council; California Medical 
Association; California National Organization for 
Women; California Nurses Association; California Pro-
Choice Republicans; California Women Lawyers; 
California Women's Law Center; California Women's 
and Children's Health Coalition; Democratic Women of 
Santa Barbara County; Democratic Women's Club, 
Pebble Beach; Hadassah; Lambda Letters Project; League 
ofWomen Voters of California; Medical Students for 
Choice, University of Southern California Chapter; 
National Abortion Federation (NAP); National Council 
of Jewish Women; National Health Law Program; 
National Latina Alliance; National Organization for 
Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter; National Women's 
Political Caucus of California; Older Women's League; 
People for the American Way; Planned Parenthood 
Affiliates of California; Planned Parenthood Golden 
Gate; Planned Parenthood Los Angeles; Planned 
Parenthood Mar Monte; Planned Parenthood of Pasadena; 
Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside 
Counties; Plrumed Parenthood of Santa Barbara, Ventura 
and Plrumed Parenthood Orange and San Bernardino 
Counties; Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo; 
Reproductive Rights Coalition of Monterey County; 
Reproductive Rights Network of Santa Cruz County; San 
Louis Obispo Counties; Santa Cruz Women's Health 
Center; Six Rivers Plrumed Parenthood; Valley Women's 
Club; Voters for Choice; Women Lawyers Association of 
Los Angeles; Women's Programs, Monterey Peninsula 
College; and Workmen's Circle/Arbeter Ring (Southern 
Califomia District). 

SB 1301 {Kuehl) 

California Catholic Conference; California ProLife 
Council; Committee on Moral Concerns; Capitol 
Resource Institute; Campaign for California 
Families; and California Right to Life Committee. 

ofthe·Bill....__, 
The author and proponents, concerned that Roe v. 
Wade (1973) could be modified or overturned, 
view this bill as: (1) Protecting Californians' 
fundamental right to choose a safe and legal 
abonion; (2) Providing greater access to early 
abortion methods, such as use ofmifepristone or 
also referred to as RU-486, by eliminating barriers 
that currently impede the ability oflicensed health 
care professionals to treat patients in the area of 
reproductive health; (3) Deleting language in 
current state law that has generally been found to be 
unconstitutional in state and federal courts; and (4) 
Treating abortion like other comparable medjcal 
procedures, and allowing healthcare providers , 
acting within their particular scopes of practice, to 
perform or assist in the performance of surgical and 
non-surgical abortions. 

the 
1. By stating that as public policy that "every 

individual" has a fundamental right "to choose 
to bear a child or to choose and to obtain an 
abortion," this bill would further diminish the 
role of parents in the upbringing of their minor 
children. 

2. Two key points asserted by the California 
Catholic Conference in opposition to this bill 
include: {1) "With this new statutory 
designation, you, and all members of the 
Legislature, could possibly preclude any local 
control reflective of community mores. For 
example, with this law a local hospital district 
would have no choice but to offer abortions at 
their community facilities, and local school 
districts could not refrain from offering abortion 
and contraceptive services at their schools, with 
or without a parent's permission. This law may 
even possibly repeal, by implication, the only 
two remaining pieces of the current law." (2) 
The Catholic Church consistently opposes 
abortion. Although we understand that 
abortion-on-demand is legal and practiced in 
California, we are directing our efforts toward 
advocating common sense rc::strictions on 
abortion practices that would mjtignte its ill 
effects on women, children and society as a 
whole. Unfortunately, even a level of oversight 
and restriction that most people view as 
reasonable and necessary would be precluded by 
the provisions of this act. Under the law, there 
would be the possibility that someone other than 
a physician could perform a 'no'-surgical' 
abortion. There would be no ability to limit 
abortion when a fetus is definitely viable, even 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-976

1637



ARC - 12

Assembly Republican Bill Analysis 
in the ninth month! With this new law, what is 
moral when it comes to destroying life is to be 
decided solely by each individual." 

3. The Campaign for California Families (CCF) 
strongly opposes the bill asserting that it 
"celebrates the killing of pre-born children as a 
' fundamental right. ' Abortion ends a pregnancy 
by destroying and removing the developing 
child." CCF further reports that 
"Approximately 93% of all induced abortions 
are done for elective, non-medical reasons such 
as these. Destroying im10cent human life for 
convenience is wrong and should not be seen as 
a celebration of 'privacy' or anything else." 

4. Capitol Resource Institute contends that "while 
men and women certainly have not only a right 
but a responsibility to exercise prudent birth 
control measures, babies have the 'fundamental 
right' to expect that once conceived they have 
the right to expect that their mothers will give 
them a chance to protect them and allow them to 
live." 

5. The California Right to Life views this bill as 
resulting "in effectively installing a state version 
of the federal Roe vs. Wade Supreme Court 
decision with major expansion provisions." 

6. The California Pro-Life Council expresses grave 
concern with "the repeal of the requirement that 
only physicians may do abortions. Clear 
language to assure that only physicians and 
surgeons are authorized to do abortions in 
California is a minimum the women of 
California should expect." The authorization of 
the use ofRU-486 could lead to deaths and 
serious injuries depending upon how it is 
administered. 

7. The Committee on Moral Concerns 
(Committee) holds that the apparent restrictions 
in the bill pertaining to abortion of a viable fetus 
are meaningless as they apply only where a 
physician determines that continuing the 
pregnancy would pose "no risk to the life or 
health of the pregnant women." The Committee 
concludes that "since there is no such thing as 
an absolutely risk-free childbirth, there is no 
such thing as an illegal abortion, as long as the 
abortionist is licensed." 

Unknown. 

I 
EXISTING LAW. 
1. The Therapeutic Abortion Act provides in part 

that a requirement that an abortion may only be 

Policy Consultant: Mark Redmond 6/8/02 
Fiscal Consultant: 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) 
performed by the holder of a physician's and 
surgeon's certificate under specified conditions 
[Health and Safety Code Section 123400 et 
seq.]. 

2. The Therapeutic Abortion Act (Act) further 
provides in part that that prior approval be 
obtained for each abortion by a committee of 
medical staff, with specified membership, who 
must determine either that continuation of the 
pregnancy would impair the physical or mental 
health of the mother, or that the pregnancy 
resulted from rape or incest [Health and Safety 
Code Section 123400 et seq.]. The California 
Supreme Court invalidated part of the Act that 
required that an abortion must be approved by a 
medical committee in People v. Barksdale 
(1972) 8 Cal.3d 320. 

3. The Therapeutic Abortion Act provides that in 
no event shall termination of a pregnancy be 
approved after the 20th week of pregnancy 
[Health and Safety Code Section 123410]. 

4. The procuring or aiding, abetting, attempting, 
agreeing, or offering to procure an unauthorized 
abortion constitutes unprofessional conduct of a 
licensee under the Medical Practices Act absent 
compliance with the Therapeutic Abortion Act 
[Business and Professions Code Section 2253). 

5. A person is criminally liable, and subject to 
possible imprisonment, if he or she performs or 
assists in performing a surgical abortion if he or 
she does not have a valid, unrevoked, and 
unsuspended license to practice a s a physician 
and surgeon, or other certificate that authorizes 
him or her to perform or assist in performing a 
surgical abortion {Business and Professions 
Code Section 2253(b)]. · 

6. The United States Supreme Court in Roe v. 
Wade (1973) 410 U.S. at 153 held that a right of 
personal privacy exists under the federal 
Constitution, and that such right "is broad 
enough to encompass a woman's decision 
whether or not to terminate her pregnancy." 

7. The California Supreme Court declared that an 
explicit right to privacy added to the California 
Constitution [in Article I] in 1972 provided state 
protection to procreative choice that is "at least 
as broad" as the federal protection set forth in 
Roev. Wade. 

8. The California Supreme Court, headed in 1997 
by Chief Justice Ron George, invalidated a 
staMe requiring a minor to obtain parental 
consent before obtaining an abortion in 
American Academy of Pediatric v. Lungren 
(1997) 16 Cal. 41h 307,314. 
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United States Justice Foundation 
June 7, 2002 

Ellen M. Corbett, Chair 
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
Capitol Building, Room 4126 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 916-319-2118 

Helen Thomson, Chair 
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
Capitol Building, Room 6005 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fax 916-319-2108 

RE Comments on SB1301: Reproductive Privacy Legislation .... 

Dear Gentlepersons: 

This serves as a brief analysis of SB 1301. This particular bill is not pragmatically sound and 
would be detrimental to the health and safety of California's women. Planned Parenthood, as an 
example, is already allowing unlicensed personnel to practice medicine without a medical license. 
Indeed, some of their personnel have no licenses, whatsoever, and only a few months of training, 
before they are allowed to "assist" in abortion procedures. This is simply unconscionable and 
presents a danger to the health and safety of thousands of women in San Diego alone. 

While it might be easy for someone to say that this is mere rhetoric, the facts speak for themselves. 
I have enclosed the sworn deposition testimony of two Planned Parenthood employees who, under 
oath, admit that they do not have licenses, but have assisted in the performance of"hundreds" of 
abortions in the last three years. One can see from their sworn testimony that neither employee had 
any specific training in abortion procedures. In fact, one of the employees is not even familiar with 
the basic terminology used in a 'therapeutic abortion' setting. SB 1301 would greatly relax 
restrictions on who can participate/assist in the performance of"therapeutic abortions." Existing 
law already states that licensed physicians are the only personnel who may "assist" in an abortion. 
California Health & Safety Code§ 123405. 

SB 1301 places a stamp of approval on the type of conduct that is testified to in the attached 
exhibits. The testimony is undeniable and under sworn oath. It would be incredibly irresponsible 
for the State of California to relax restriction on the provision of qualified and licensed personnel 
to California's women. It is trusted that you will responsibly vote on SB 1301 after reading the 
attached testimony. 

2091 East Valley Parkway • Suite 1-C • Escondido, California 92027 • (760) 741-8086 • Fax (7e 
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Most respectfully Submitted: 

D. ACKERMAN, 
Attorney at Law. 

CC Assembly Member Vargas 
Fax (619) 409-9270 
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Most respectfully Submitted:

NITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION

RICHARD D. ACKERMAN,
Attorney at Law.

CC Assembly Member Vargas

Fax (619) 409-9270

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917
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EXHIBIT 1 
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[ 
I 

l 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

MARIE WILKERSON, AVECITA MUCINO, 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. ) Case No. 728883 
) 

KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALD D. 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA 
SULLIVAN, TROY NEWMAN, JO ANN 
KRIEPEL, and DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Defendants. ) 

DEPOSITION OF MARIE WILKERSON 

TAKEN ON 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2001 

PRECI0ION COURT REPORTING 0ERVICES 
PRECISION VU)EO SERVICES 

CURISTIE HUDSON HOEHN. Pret>idenl 
Reporter: Cheryl M. Boley 

CSR No. 9512 
305 North Avenue 

Upland. California 91186 
(909) 981-1300 (800) 

e-mail: 
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.. ., ...... 
I 

' 
Paqe 7 Paqe 'j 

I understand to m:1ke sure that your testimony accurately I Q Who's that? 
2 reflects the question I presented. Do you 2 A Mindy Moore. 
3 that? 3 Q And wher: WI".S that statement made? 
4 A Vcs. 4 MR. McELROY: That question is perfectly 
s Q It's important that only one person speak at a 5 appropriate, but I think the response to the previous 
6 time. I don't think we'll have any problems here, but if 6 question, it was in response to an attorney's request 
7 we do, I'll just point it out, say we need to stop doing 7 which was made through her manager. It was made from my 
8 that. Because as I mentioned, when it reads like a play, 8 office to her manager, so she may not be aware of that. 
9 if we're interrupting each other, when it's typed out the 9 But you can certainly ask when it was made. 

10 typeset is all interrupted and you can't read the 10 THE WITNESS: The morning of Saturday, Februaty 
II question from the answer and it's difficult, so I'm going II 27th. 
12 to ask you to try and wait until I'm done with my 12 BY MR. WATKINS: 
13 question. And it's also important to do that because 13 Q Did you review any documents in preparation for 
14 sometimes the whole meaning of the question can change on 14 your depos.ition such as a declaration or this statement? 
15 the last word phrased. Okay? IS A Yes. 
16 A Yes. 16 Q Did you review this statement in preparation for 
17 Q Is there any reason you can think of today that 17 your deposition? 
18 would prevent you from giving your full and complete 18 A The declaration I reviewed today. 
19 testimony such as medication, illness, anything like 19 Q So you reviewed a declaration that you signed 
20 that? 20 earlier in preparation for your deposition? 
21 A No. 21 A Yes. 
22 Q What's your date of birth. ma'am? 22 Q Did you review these notes that you made for 
23 A S/12/67. 23 Mindy Moore in preparation for your deposition? 
24 Q Have you seen medical providers of any sort for 24 A No. 
25 the damages you're claiming in this cnse? 25 Q When was the lnst time you snw those notes? 

Paqe 8 PCIIJ•! Ill 

I A No. I A The morning of February 27th. 
2 Q Have you seen any counselors of any sort for 2 Q I presume they were handwriuen notes? 
3 the damages you're seeking in this case? 3 A Yes. 
4 A No. 4 Q And Ms. Moore requested that you make that 
5 Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 5 statement? 
6 A No. 6 A Yes. 
7 Q Did you bring any documents here today with you 7 Q Other than that wrillen statement to Ms. Moore, 
8 to the deposition? 8 did you maintain any notes in a computer on a Palm Pilot 
9 A No. 9 or any other type of notation regarding this incident? 

10 Q Off the record. 10 A No. 
II (Off the record) I I MR. WATKINS: Is there a loss of earnings claim 
12 BY MR. WATKINS: 12 at all related to this? 
13 Q Do you maintain a diary? 13 MR. McELROY: No. 
14 A No, I do not. 14 OY MR. WATKINS: 
15 Q Do you maintain a journal of any sort like that 15 0 And do you agree with that? You didn't lose any 
16 where you make regular entries? 16 money from work as a result of this. did you? 
17 A On occasion. 17 A No, I didn't. 
18 Q Did you make any entries with respect to the 18 0 And nre you currently employed at Planned 
19 incidents that are at issue here? 19 Parenthood? 
20 A I just statement on what occurred that 20 A Ye.s, I am. 
21 day. 21 Q How long t.ave you been there? 
22 0 Was that at the request of your attorney? 22 A Since October of 1997. ., ... A No • 23 Q What are your jou responsibilities there today? - .J 

24 0 Who did you make a statement for? 24 A I'm a medical r eceptionist. 
:!5 A For my m:uwgcr. 25 Q Have you held that same position since October 

. . 

4 (Pages 7 to 10) 
l909) 981 -1300 PRECISION COURT REPORTING SERVICES (800) 9 
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Page ll Paqe l J 

I '97? Q What did you study at College of Whittier? 
2 A No. I h:ad :a previous job title. I was 2 A Medical assisting. 
3 previously a surgical assistant. 3 Q Was it the same types of things you studied at 
4 Q When did you s tart ns a medical receptionist? 4 Concord Courier'? 
5 A . Jus t July or this year, late July. 5 A It was mostly medical terminology. 
6 Q July of 200 I? 6 Q Did you s tudy anatomy? 
7 A Yes. 7 A Yes. 
8 Q So from October '97 through July of2001, you 8 Q Did you study anatomy at Concord Courier? 
9 were a surgical assistant? 9 A No. 

10 A Yes. 10 Q And after College of Whittier, approximately 
II Q Do you have medical training re lated to being a II I 985, what did you do with respect to either work or 
12 s urgical assistant? 12 education? 
13 A I have a certificate in medical assisting. 13 A Can yo\1 repeat that question? 
14 Q Where is that certificate from'? 14 Q Sure. After leaving College of Whittier, what 
IS A Concord Courier Institute. 15 did you do as far as working or going to school? · 
16 Q How long is that course? 16 A I was a homemaker. 
17 A Eight months. 17 Q And how long did you do that before you went 
18 Q What are the things that you studied there at 18 back to work? 
19 Concord Courier Ins t itute? 19 A From late '85 until June, until I started 
20 A How to draw blood, take vital signs, counsel 20 school, I was a homemaker. 
2 1 patients. 21 Q Before you started at Concord Courier? 
22 Q Whnt type of patients? 22 A Yeah. 
23 A Like pregnancy counseling. 23 Q Did you have any employment during that time? 
24 Q Whnt dsc did you study there'? 2-t A I started my firs t job arter g raduating Concord 
25 A X-rays. ..,-_) with Point Lorna Medical Group. 

Page 12 Pagt! I 'I 

I Q What did you do with x-rays? Taking x-rays? Q During the time that you a homemaker, did 
2 Reviewing x-rays? 2 you have any other employment? 
3 A Taking x-rays. 3 A No. 
4 Q Anything else? 4 Q And upon graduating from Concord Courier, you 
s A And :1ssist in minor s urgeries. 5 went to work for Point Lama Medical Group? 
6 Q What kind of surgeries? Was there a speci fic 6 A Yes. 
7 group or spcci ric type'? 7 Q What was your job there? 
8 A Laccrntions. Nothing in particular, it was like 8 A Medical Rssist:mt. 
9 a flllnily planning. 9 Q What were your responsibilities as a medical 

10 Q Did Concord Courier Institute have a curriculum 10 assistant there? 
II set around family planning? II A Assisting doctors with patients doing first 
12 A Mos tly family planning, yes. 12 trimes ter abortions. 
13 Q Do you have a high school diploma? IJ Q So you actunlly assisted in the procedure itself'? 
14 A Yes. 14 A Yes. 
15 Q When did you receive that? 15 Q How long were you a medicnl assistant at Point 
16 A 19 June of 198-'. 16 Loma Mcdicill Group? 
17 Q And when did you go to Concord Courier? 17 A About three nnd a half years. 
18 A O ctober or 1990. 18 Q And during that entire time were you a medical 
19 Q Through what. June of'91? 19 assistant with first trimester abortions? 
20 A June of'91. 20 A Yes. 
2 1 Q Between 1984 and 1990. did you obtain any other 21 Q Were you involved in assisting any other types 
22 education? 22 of abortions while you were at Point Lorna Medical Group? 
23 A I went to college for one year. 23 A No. 
24 Q of Whittier? 24 Q And as far as your memory then, while you were 
25 A Lute '8-', for one yea r . 15 at Point Lorna Medical Group, did you ever assist in a 
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7 . J j . 

' 
I ' 

Paqe 15 Paqe 17 

I medically ncccssnry late term abortion'? I Q Any late term, third term medically necessary 
2 A No. 2 abortions that you in? 
3 Q And where did you go to work al\er Point Lorna? 3 A On occasions. 
4 A I stayed home with my children. 4 Q And can you give me an approximate number? 
s Q When did you start doing that as far as month 5 A Since I've been there or-
6 and year? We're probably looking at what, 1990 or so? 6 Q Yes. 
7 No. I missed that. Hold on. '95? 7 A 10 plus. 
8 A I stayed home until a bout late- no, early '96, 8 Q I'm sorry? 
9 and then I started volunteering at Parenthood 9 A More than 10. 

10 before I got hired as an employee. 10 Q More than 20? 
I I Q When did you start volunteering? II A Maybe IS. 
12 A June of '97. 12 Q I understand that you don't have a perfect 
13 Q And what were you doing when you volunteered at 13 memory or perfect database to go to for this information, 
14 Planned Parenthood? 14 so we do deal with approximates a lot. And if you're 
15 A I volunteered in the human resource department. 15 uncomfortable giving me an approximate, let me know, but 
16 Q And which Planned Parenthood facility was that'? 16 otherwise it's okay to do that. Do you understand that? 
17 A Mission Valley. 17 A Yes. 
18 Q Have you been at Mission Valley Planned 18 . Q What we don't want you to do is guess and give 
19 Parenthood since June of 1997? 19 me some answer that you have no basis for. Do you 
20 A Yes. 20 understand that? 
21 Q How long were you an HR volunteer? 2 1 A Yes. 
22 A Until October of '97 when I got hired as a 22 Q Have you ever assisted in a procedure known as 
23 full-time employee. 23 partial birth abortion? 
24 Q That's when you went to work as the surgical 24 A No. 
25 assistant? 25 Q H:we you ever witnessed one? 

Paqe 16 Paqt! Ill 

I A Yes. I A No. 
2 Q Why did you change from a surgical assistant to 2 Q So you nssisted in counseling the patients and 
J medical receptionist? 3 nssistcd in procedures of the surgical nssistant. What 
4 A They had to downsize the depa-rtment, so I was 4 other responsibi lities did you have? 
5 tra nsferred to a different location. 5 A making the patients comfortable 
6 Q At the time of february 27, '99, were you a 6 their visit. 
7 medical nssistan l -· or excuse me-- a surgical 7 Q So patient care? 
8 assistant? 8 A Yes. 
9 A Yes. 9 Q Post-procedure'? 

10 Q Were you involved in counseling at all as a 10 A Yes. 
II medical receptionist? II Q And would you typica lly be involved with the 
12 A No. 12 patient in counseling·· strike that. 
13 Q Have you done any counseling at Planned 13 Does it work like where a patient comes in and 
14 Parenthood? 14 you're assigned to the patient to provide counseling and 
15 A Yes. IS then to assist in the procedure and be involved all the 
16 Q Was that counseling part of the surgical 16 way from start to fini sh'? Do you handle different 
17 assistant rcspons ibi lilies? 17 segments just depending on patient now? 
18 A Yes. 18 A Oifrerenl segments. 
19 Q And what else were the responsibilities of the 19 Q And in the counseling that you referenced, is 
20 surgical assistants at the time you were doing that? 20 that something that's done pre-procedure'? 
21 A Assisting with tbe doctors during procedu res. 21 A Yes. 
22 Q What type of procedures? 22 Q Have you ever been - strike that. 
23 A Abortion. 23 You worked on February 27th 1999, correct? 
24 Q First term? 24 A Yes. 
25 A first term a nd second term. 25 Q And you were working as a surgical assistant 

. ......... ... ...... 
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Page ss 
I Q Okay. And what did you tell her in response, i 
2 anything? 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 _, 
24 
25 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

A I just told her to turn her head and look the 
other \Vay. 
,Q You had indicated before that you had 
participated as an assistant in first, second, and third 
term abortions; is that correct? 

A Yes. 
Q In your capacity as a surgical assistant during 

first term abortions, would you have anything to do with 
holding-- what is it - the cannula? 

A No. 
Q Would that be primarily the doctor's 

responsibility to control the cannula? 
A Yes. 
Q Did you have anything to do with turning on or 

off the vacuum aspirator? 
A On occasions. 
Q And is the tubing on the vacuum aspirator 

translucent? Can you see through the tubing? 
A No. 
Q Do you know that uterine contents are flowing up 

once the vacuum aspimtor is turned on and the abortion 
begins? 

A Yes. 
. 

56 

Q And you know that includes some human byproducts 
and products of conception, right? 

A Yes. 
Q And has that always been your understanding 

since you attended Concord? 
A Yes. 
0 You also indicated thnt --and can you give me 

on estimate os to the number of first term abortions 
9 you've assisted in? 

10 A Since working at Planned Parenthood or-
II 0 Well, since you graduated from Concord. 
12 A Just n lot. 
13 Q And you had also indicated that you participated 
14 in second term abortions; is that correct? 
15 
16 

A Yes. 
0 And often, aside from the vacuum aspirator, 

17 there's ,other methods in performing abortion including 
I 8 dilation ond evacuation? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q Have you ever participated in dilation and 
21 evacuation? 
22 A Yes. 
2J 0 And does that involve the removal of products of 
24 conception from the woman's body? 
25 A Yes. 

I 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q And typically is there some bleeding involved in 
that? 

A Yes. 
Q Okay. And how many of those procedures have you 

participated in? 
A A lot. 
Q Hundreds? 
A Since being a medicai--
Q Uh-huh. 
A Yes. 
Q And based on your counseling experience with 

Planned Parenthood and having trained with Planned 
Parenthood, is that typically a distressful time for the 
woman involved? 

A Ye.s. 
Q And part of your job-- to deal with high 

emotions is part and parcel of your job duties; is that 
true? 

A Yes. 
Q And do you consider yourself to be pretty good 

at dealing with these high emotions? 
A Yes. 
Q And did it take a while to get used to or is it 

something you think you were sort of called to do? 
A It took a while. 

I Q Would you say that in some sense you're 
2 desensitized to !he high emotions of the women involved 
3 in the abortion decision? 
4 A Yes. 
5 Q Now have you ever participated in the saline 
6 abortion? 
7 A No. 
8 Q But you do know that that's something that's 
9 been pcrfonned in the past as an option to dilation and 

10 cv:'lcuation; is that correct? 
II A Yes. 
12 
IJ 
14 

Q Were you given any training at Concord in saline 
abort ion procedures? 

A No. 
15 0 Do you have any understnnding as to how those 
16 arc perfomled? 
17 MR. McELROY: Objection; not reasonably 
18 
19 MR. ACKERMAN: It goes to the injury. 
20 MR. McELROY: She's never been trained in them. 
21 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
12 • Q Have you ever seen pictures of saline abortions? 
23 MR. McELROY: This is not reasonably calculated. 
24 MR. ACKERMAN: Yes. it is. 
25 MR. McELROY: It's not reasonably calculated to 
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Page 59 

I lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and I'm 
2 going to instruct her not to answer the question. 
3 MR. ACkERMAN: Okay. 
4 BY MR. ACKERMAN: 
5 Q. Have you ever participated in any other type of 
6 second term abortion aside from dilation and evacuation, 
7 maybe a vacuum aspiration at the beginning of the second 
8 term? 
9 Obviously you said you hadn't participated in 

I 0 the saline abortion. Have you operated in other types of 
I I procedures that take place during the second term? 
12 A No. 
13 Q Now you had indicated that you had, in fact, 
14 participated in a third term medically necessary 
15 abortion; is that correct? 
16 A Yes. 
1 7 Q And were you in the operating room right next to 
18 the patient? 
19 A Yes. 
20 Q Is it not true that that procedure cannot be 
2 1 perfomted by vacuum aspiration? 
22 A Yes. 
23 Q And is it not always true that the ordinary 
24 method for performing a third term abortion would be 
25 dilation and evacuation? 

Pc1qe 60 

A Yes. 
2 • Q And also, I would assume that you understand, 
J from a perspective, that in a third term abortion 
4 the fetus can be viable if the umbilical cord is 
S correct? 
6 MR. McELROY: Objection; this is not reasonably 
7 calculated. I'm going to instruct her not to answer the 
8 question. 
9 DY MR. ACKERMAN: 

10 Q You hod indicated that one of the things thnt 
II upset you wns the pictures my client had showed you. 
12 Is it your testimony that those are inaccurntc 
I 3 depictions of fetuses? 
14 A Yes. 
15 Q Those nrc itmccurate? 
16 
17 
18 

A \'es. 
Q Okny. What's innccurnte nbout them? 
A The fetuses don't nlwnys look like the ones that 

19 are shown on the picture. 
20 Q Do they sometimes? 
21 A Y cs, on occasions. 
:::!2 Q So you've seen fetuses from actunl procedures 
23 that looked like that? 
:::!4 A Yes. 
:::!5 Q Was that distressing to you the firs t time you 

Paqe 61 

saw that in an operating room? 
2 A No. 
3 Q Was it the fact that my client was holding the 
4 picture that made it more upsetting to you? 
5 A Yes. 
6 Q So if a doctor were holding the fetus, that 
7 wouldn't upset you? 
8 A No. 
9 Q Have you ever been asked to arrange for the 
10 disposal ofhuman remains following a third term 
II abortion? 
12 A No. 
13 * Q Is it your opinion tha t my clients don•t have a 
14 right to complain about these procedures? 
15 MR. McELROY: Objection; it's not reasonably 
16 calculated, and I'm instructing her not to answer the 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 ., .. _ _, 

24 
25 

question. 
MR. ACKERMAN: You don't think it goes toward 

atti tude toward the action of my clients? 
MR. McELROY: I don't know what attitude toward 

the action --
MR. ACKERMAN: You want me to pull out the 

Evid\!ncc Code'! 
MR. McELROY: You need to let me finish my 

sentence because we're on the record. 

I MR. ACKERMAN: f-inish your sentence. 
2 MR. McELROY: I don't know what attitude toward 
3 the action has got to do with anything. 
4 MR. ACKERMAN: Would you mind, do you have a 
S copy of the Evidence Code? Do you want to entertain me·? 
6 MR. WATKINS: Just mark it and move on. He's 
7 not going to clmnge his opinion. 
8 MR. McELROY: I'm not going to debate it with 
9 you. 

10 MR. ACKERMAN: We'll debate it in court. That's 
II fine. 
12 BY MR. ACKERMA N: 
13 Q Arc you a licensed phlebotomist? 
14 A I have a certifica te. 
15 Q Do you have any licenses issued by the Board of 
16 Consumer Affairs of the State of California? 
17 A No. 
18 Q Okay. 
19 Have you ever drawn blood in your capacity as a 
20 medica l assistant at the Planned Parenthood facility? 
21 A Yes. 
22 Q Do you know how many other employees were 
23 present at Planned Parenthood on February 27th of'99? 
24 A Between I 0 and 12. 
25 Q Do you know of any other lawsuits brought by 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

MARIE WILKERSON, AVECITA MUCINO, . 
VANESSA AYALA, PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD OF SAN DIEGO AND 
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

KENNETH TYLER SCOTT, RONALD D. 
BROCK, CHERYL SULLENGER, SYLVIA 
SULLIVAN I TROY NEWMAN I JO ANN 
KRIEPEL , and DOES 1-100, Inclusive, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 728883 
} 
} 
) 
) 
} 
) 
) 

DEPOSITION OF AVECITA MUCINO, taken by the Defendants, at 
625 Broadway , Suite 1400, San Diego, California, 

commencing at 4:41p . m. , Wednesday, November 14, 2001, 

before CHERYL M. ' BOLEY, CSR No. 9512, pursuant to Notice. 
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' I ArPf:J\RANaS: 

2 Far the PlaentiiTs: 
3 LAW OFFICES OF JAMES E. McELROY 

BY: JAMES E. Mcr:LROY . 
4 SIIANNON NUGF.NT 

62S Broodw:.y, Suite 1-100 
S San Diego. Califomi3 92101 

(619) 232-6686 
6 
7 for lhe O.:fo:ndnnt Kenneth Tyler Scott: 
8 HELMUS & WATKINS, LLP 

13Y: DANIEL R. WATKINS 
9 1912 North Broadway. Suite 205 

Santa Ana. Califomia 92706 
10 (714) SJS-2211 
II 

for the Defendant Ronald D. Brock: 
12 

UNITED STATES JUSTICE FOUNDATION 
13 BY: RICHARD D. ACKERMAN 

209 1 East Volley Pnrlawy, Suite I.C 
14 Escondido. Cnlifomia 92027 

(760) 741-8086 
I S 
16 
17 
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2 WITNESS: 
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SAN DIE<lO. CALIFORNIA. WEDNESDAY. NOVEMBER 14. 200 1 
AT4:41 P.M. 
--oOo-

AVECITA MUCINO. 
having been first duly sworn. was 
examined and testified as follows: 

EXAMINATION l 

BY MR. WATKINS: 
Q Can you please state your n11me and spell your 

full name for the record. 
A My n:ame? 
Q Please. 
A Avccillt l\lucino. 
Q Will you spell that, please. 
A A-\'-£-C-1-T-A, M-U-C-1-N-0 . 
Q Do you have 11 middl.: name? 
A No. I don't. 
Q Ms. Mucino, as I mentioned 111y name is 

Dan Watkins. and I represent Ken Scott nnd we're going to 
ask you questions much like we did wi th 
Ms. Wilkerson. And I \'f'.lll't go over admonitions, 
hut I want to remind you that you nrc under oath, just 
lil..c yuu would be under oath in a court or law. Do you 

understand that? 
A Yes. 
Q And please make sure you understand my question 

so that there's no confusion between the two of us and 
what we're talking about. 

If there's any ambiguity in your mind, point it 
oul and I'll restate lhe question in a different way. Do 
you understand that? 

A Yes. 
Q What's your date of birth, ma'am? 
A 12/5/62. 
Q I'm sorry? 
A 12/5/62. 
Q Have you ever had your deposition taken before? 
A No. 
Q 
A 
Q 
A 
Q 
A 
Q 

I hat. 

Arc you employed? 
Yes. 
How so? Who are you employed by? 
Plan ned Parenthood. 
How long have you been wilh Planned Parenthood? 
Th ree years. 
So when did you start? I should have asked 

A October '98. 
Q Before we go into your work at Planned 
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I Par(nthood, do you have a high school diploma? I Bryman? 

I 2 A No. I have a G EO. 2 A '87, '88. 
3 Q When did you accomplish that? 3 Q Do you have any other educational experiences 
4 A 1985. 4 other than Bryman? 
5 Q Other than the GED, do you have any other 5 A No. 
6 edutation? 6 Q And how have you been employed since completing 
7 A Medical assistant. 7 Bryman? What was your first job after that? 
8 Q So you went to a medical assistant's course? 8 A Family Planning Associates Medical Group. 
9 A Yes. 9 Q Oh, Associates Medical Group? 

10 · Q Where was that? 10 A Uh-huh. 
J I A Los Angeles, California. II Q Is that a "yes"? 
12 Q The name of the school? 12 A Yes. 
J3 A Bryman 13 Q And were you a medical assistant there? 
14 Q Can you spell that? 14 A Yes. ;?rJ 15 A 8-R-Y -M-A-N. 15 Q What were your job responsibilities? 
16 Q Thank you. 16 A Taking vital signs and lab work. ? 17 And what was the - what did you study there as 17 Q Did you do counseling? 
18 a medical assistant? 18 A No. 
19 A Patient care and vital signs and lab. 19 Q Did you assist in any procedures? 
20 Q I'm sorry? 1 20 A Yes. 
21 A Lab. Labor.ttory. 21 Q Did you assist in first term abortions? 
22 Q Oh. lab work? 22 A Yes. ., ... A Uh-huh,lab work. And phlebotomist . 23 Q Did }'OU assist in second term abortions? _ _, 
24 Q Is Bryman a school that's designed to prov1de 24 A No. 
25 medical assistant education for family planning? 25 Q How about did )'OU ever assist in a medically 

Page 8 10 

I A No. I necessary third term abortion'! 
2 Q It's general medicnl assisting? 2 A No. 
3 A General. ) Q !-lave you ever <1ssistcd in a partial birth 
4 Q Did you learn any surgical procedures there, how; 4 abortion? 
5 to assist in surgical procedures at Bryman? 5 A Can you cxpl;ain that? 
6 A No surgical. Well, yes, surgical procedure like 6 Q If you don't understand the term, then you don't 
7 assisting a doctor in :my surgical procedure, not a 7 hnve to answer the question. Do you know what a partial 
8 certain procedure. birth abortion is? 
9 Q Just general surgical procedures? \9 A No. 

10 A Right. 10 Q Have you ever heard that term? 
II Q Did you study anatomy? II A No. 
12 A Only what is invoh·ed in the course, no more. 12 Q Approximately how many times did you assist in 
13 Q Well. did you have a course on anatomy? 13 first term abortions at Fnmily Planning Associates 
14 A No, not that specific, just anatomy. 14 Medic:tl Group? 
15 Q What? 15 A A lot of times. I 
16 A But-- well, of course, because the course 16 Q I'm sorry? 
17 involves anatomy. 17 A A lot of times, I can't --
18 Q So in relationship to the different subjects 18 Q More thnn I 00? 
19 that you studied, you studied anatomy as it applied to, 19 A Yes. 
20 tor example. your surgical procedures? 20 Q More than 500? 
21 A Right. 21 A I don't know. 
22 Q So it was kind of part and pnrcel to the other 22 Q Hundreds? 
23 courses thnt you were studying? 23 A Yes. 
24 A Yes. 24 Q I' ll let Mr. Ackerman question you on the 
25 Q And when did you complete your coursework at 25 different types of procedures. I'm not familiar with 

.... .. 
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I those. 
2 How long were you with Family Planning 
3 Associates Medical G roup? 
4 A From '89 to- 1989 to '97. 
5 Q Excuse me. 1989 through 1997?· 
6 A' No, 1989-
7 Q Right. 
8 A -to 1997. 
9 Q So about eight years? 

10 A Yes. 
II Q Were you a medical assistant the entire time? 
12 A Yes. 
13 Q And during that eight-year period you did not do 
14 any counseling? 
IS A No. 
16 Q And after leaving Family Planning Associates, is 
17 that when you went to Planned Parenthood? 
18 A Yes. 
19 Q Did you work anywhere else in between the two? 
20 A No. 
21 Q And what were your job responsibili:iies wh you 
22 started at Planned Parenthood? 
23 A Surgical services assistant. 
24 Q And what were your responsibilities 
25 surgical services assistant? 

Page 12 

I A Counseling patients, assisting the doctor in the 
2 rocedure . 
3 care as well? 
4 A No. 
5 Q And have you counseled hundreds of different 
6 patients? 
7 A Yes. 
8 Q Have you again, the counseling that you're 
9 providing, is that before the procedure? 

10 A Yes. 
II Q The procedures that you've assisted with Planned 
12 Parenthood, do these ;nclude first term abortions? 
13 A Yes. 
14 Q Second term abortions? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Q And third term abortions? Have you assisted in 
17 any of those? 
18 A What do you mean by third? 
19 Q An abortion that occurs in the third trimester 
20 for medicnl reasons or otherwise. 
21 A No. 
22 MR. ACKERMAN: Can we go off the record? 
23 (Off the record) 
24 UY MR. WATKINS: 
25 Q Approximately how many first term abortions have 

PcJge 1 J 

you assisted with at Planned Parenthood? 
2 A I do9't know. 
3 Q Hundreds? 
4 A Yes. 
5 Q Would it be more than 100? 
6 A Maybe, yes. 
7 Q Well, don't guess, and don't give me an answer 
8 just because you think I want it. I'm just trying to get 
9 an estimate from you. lfit's not 100, it's not-
I 0 A More than I 00. 

Q How about second term abortions? How many of 
those? 

A About the same. 
Q And are you still a surgical services assistant? 
A Yes. · 
Q I'm looking at at least one declaration that 

you've signed in this case dated March II, 1999, and it 
makes reference to an incident on February 27, 1999. 

II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 Do you memory of something occurring on 
20 February 27, '99, an incident? 
21 A Yes. 
22 Q Are there any other incidents that you're 
23 complaining of as part of this lawsuit aside of what 
24 happened on rebruary 27, 1999? 
25 A No. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 
25 

PcJge 11! 

Q And ar..: you- prior to February 27, 1999, did 
you ever work on n Saturday at Mission Valley Planned 
Parenthood? 

A Yes. 
Q And did you work on Saturdays as part of that 

rotation thnt we discussed with Ms. Wilkerson, just it 
would come up maybe two times a month you'd work on 
Saturdays? 

A No. Two shifts, either you work Mondl\y thn,ugh 
Friday orTues<.lay through Saturday. So I was on the 
Tuesday through Saturday schedule. 

Q And did you work every Snturday then? 
A Yes. 
Q Do you c.>ntinuc to work every Saturday? 
A No. 
Q So initially when you were employed at Planned 

Parenthood, you were working every Saturday, Tuesday 
through Saturdny? 

A Yes. 
hen did that change? 
bout :t ye:tr And A half ago. 
hy did that change? 

A Because of my needs of my family. I needed to 
have S11turday off to spend more time with my family. 

Q I don't want to get into your private life. 

5 (Pages 11 to 14) 
(909) 981-1300 PRECISION COURT REPORTING SERVICES (800) 98-
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. COMMITTEE ON MORAL CONCERNS 
Art Croney, Executive Director I Lobbyist 
Office: (916) 446-5131 
FALK:(916)446-5744 

August 13, 2002 

Assembly Third Reading 

Please vote NO on SB 1301 (Kuehl); abortion. 

P.O. Box 2768 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

This bill would recast California's Therapeutic Abortion Act, calling it 
the Reproductive Privacy Act and bringing it in line with u.s. supreme 
Court decisions starting with Roe v . Wade. The bill anticipates, 
prematurely we believe, the overturning of the Supreme Court's 1973 
judgment. The Committee On Moral Concerns opposes this bill for the 
following reasons: 

1 . The bill finds and declares that "every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive 
decisions" (page 4, lines 26-28) . We agree. However, the bill 
later conflicts with its own declaration . Biologically, the life of 
the individual human being begins at the moment of conception. The 
bill gives certain individuals (women) the right to abort and 
fatally interfere with the reproductive right of other individuals 
(their sons and daughters who are living and growing, but not yet 
born). 

2. The bill defines pregnancy as "beginning with the implantation of an 
embryo. " This is politically convenient, but ungrounded in 
scientific reality. We know where babies come from. Pregnancy 
begins at conception. That is the principle on which in vitro 
fertilization works. Also, conception is the only time in our lives 
when our fathers had any contribution to our genetic 
characteristics. When an embryo fails to exit the fallopian tube 
this becomes a life-threatening ectopic pregnancy. Doctors and 
scientists who are unmotivated by politics know that pregnancy 
occurs before implantation in the uterus. 

3 . The bill defines "viability" as the point when the human fetus may 
survive outside the uterus. This is another political term lacking 
real meaning. As individuals, some of us could survive outside the 
womb earlier than others, just as some of us could survive in the 
wilderness longer. Again, the bill ' s findings recognize 
individuals , but subsequent language c l ouds t hat recognition . 

4. The bill allows abortion any time before birth. Under Section 
123468 (b) (2) , aborting a viable human fetus is legal, if 
continuing the pregnancy until birth poses "no risk to the life or 
health of the pregnant woman." Since there is no such thing as an 
absolutely risk-free childbirth, under the bill, there is no such 
thing as an illegal abortion, as long as the abortionist is 
licensed. 

Art Croney 
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•' * 
August 12, 2002 

CALIFORNIA PROLIFE 

ASSEMBLY FLOOR ALERT 

RE: SB 1301-Reproductive Privacy Act-Removes "physician-only" requirement for 
abortions (by Senator Sheila Kuehl)-OPPOSE 

California Pro Life Council, on behalf of its members, respectfully asks that you oppose 
SB 1301, by Senator Sheila Kuehl, which would replace the 1967 Therapeutic Abortion Act with 
the "Reproductive Privacy Act." From our perspective both of these acts have serious flaws, 
however SB 1301 will jeopardize the lives of the women of California due to its repeal of the 
requirement that only physicians may do abortions. Clear language to assure that only physicians 
and surgeons are authorized to do abortions is a minimum the women of California should expect. 

Current law requires in Section 123405 of the Health & Safety Code, that abortions be 
done by "a holder of the physician's and surgeon's certificate." The operative language left in 
California law with the revisions ofSB 1301 would allow non-physicians to perform 
"nonsurgical" abortions-such as RU 486, methotrexate, or other drug abortions. 

Section 123405 would be replaced with Section 123468 of the Reproductive Privacy Act, 
which drops the reference to physicians and surgeons and states: "The performance of an 
abortion is unauthorized if ... the following is true: (a) The person performing or assisting in 
performing the abortion is not a health care provider authorized to perform or assist in performing 
an abortion pursuant to Section 2253 of the Business and Professions Code." 

In Sections (b)(l) and (b)(2) of2253, a distinction is made between surgical and non-
surgical abortions. Section (b)(l) allows NON-PHYSICIAN medical professionals with the 
appropriate certificate (whatever that means) TO ASSIST in the performance of SURGICAL 
abortions. Most sigllificantly, Section (b)(2) allows NON-PHYSICIAN medical professiollals, 
again with the appropriate certificate, TO PERFORM or assist in perjormi11g NON-
SURGICAL abortions. 

As recently as April l9, the federal Food and Drug Administratio11 posted a 
letter 011 their website from Dan co Laboratories, the ma,ufacturer of R U 486, 
iltformillg physicians that two women have died after R U 486 abortions, and o11e 21 
year-old suffered cardiac arrest-a rare occurrence i11 a woman that age. Tire two wlro 
died suffered a bacterial illfection i11 o11e case and a uterilte rupture due to an 
u11diagnosed ectopic pregnancy in the other. Another near-fatal bacterial iltfectioll, 
and two additional uteri11e ruptures due to undiag11osed ectopic preg11ancies prompted 
Da11co a11d the FDA to release the warning and ask physicians to report any additional 
"adverse events. " 

Please oppose SB 1301. When members of this Legislature gave prescriptive authority to 
nurse midwives and nurse practitioners, surely few would have envisioned that they would be 
doing RU 486 abortions on your minor daughters without your knowledge. 

California Pro Life Council, Inc. 
The California Affiliate of the National Right to Lafe Commntee 
2306 J Street Suite 200 • Sacramento, CA 95816 
916.442-8315 ·(fax) 916.-141.7508 - www.cal ifomiapro1ife.org 
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PLEASE OPPOSE SB 1301J Wtf.ICTf. WOULV A LLOW NON -PHYSICIANS TO 
V O V'RUG A 'BO'R.TIONS. (California ProLife Council, Sacramento, CA) 

Abortion Pill Under Scrutiny After Deaths 
By JANE E. ALLEN 
TINffiS STAFF WRITER 

April 22 2002 

Six women who took the abortion pill mifepristone have become ill and two of them have died, although 
no direct link has been established between the medication and their illnesses, according to the 
manufacturer and the Food and Drug Administration. 

Danco Laboratories of New York last week sent a letter about the cases to all doctors, clinics and 
hospitals that prescribe the pill, Mifeprex (formerly known as RU-486), which is given with the drug 
misoprostol. The letter, which the FDA posted on the Internet, reminded them to report any serious 
adverse effects such as death, hospitalization or blood transfusion. 

Three of the women suffered ruptures of their ectopic pregnancies, which typically occur in the 
Fallopian tubes instead of the uterus. Such pregnancies, which make up about 2% of all pregnancies, 

ruled out before prescribing the regimen, Danco reminded doctors. One of 
the three women died from excessive bleeding. Two other women developed serious bacterial 
infections, one with a rare bacterium called Clostridium sordellii. That woman died, although neither the 
company nor the FDA believes that the drug regimen played a role in either case. Such body-wide 
infections have in the past been associated with menstruation, childbirth, miscarriage and abortion, but 
"we do not believe that and misoprostol present a special risk of infection," the company 
wrote. 

The sixth woman, a 21-year-old, suffered a heart attack but later recovered. FDA officials continue to 
review her case. Women who take the two-drug regimen first take mifepristone, which interferes with a 
fetus' attachment to a woman's body, followed by misoprostol to cause contractions. The contractions 
help expel the fetus. 

The abortion pill was first used in France. Doctors there initially paired it with a different drug to cause 
contractions, but after that drug was associated with heart attacks, it was replaced with misoprostol. The 
latter drug hasn't been linked to heart trouble. 

Nlifepristone hit the U.S. market 17 months ago, when the FDA approved its use within the first seven 
weeks of pregnancy; Danco began shipping it in November 2000. 

Danco spokeswoman Heather O'Neill declined to say how many U.S. women have used it, adding that 
the information is proprietary. She characterized the six cases as "an extremely small incidence relative 
to the overall use." 

She warned women taking the drug that the biggest clue that something could be wrong "is the absence 
of response to the regimen.'' Most users will begin to bleed and complete the pregnancy termination four 

http://www.latimes.com/templates/misc/printstory.jsp?slug=la%2D000028569apr22 4 
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--- - .--- -

Los Angeles Times: Abortion Pill Under Scrutiny After Deaths Page 2 of2 

to 24 hours after taking misoprostol; bleeding typically is heavier than a normal perioq. 

According to an FDA official who spoke on condition of anonymity, the agency worked with the 
company to draft. the letter advising doctors about the cases, but "there was no urgency on the part of the 
agency to think the Nfifeprex was dangerous, or that any action needed to be urgently taken." 

According to "Mifepristone Questions and Answers"'that the FDA posted on its Web site, the women 
who became ill received the misoprostol vaginally, instead of in pill form, and "the FDA has not 
reviewed data on the safety and effectiveness of vaginal administration of misoprostol." The agency also 
sru.d that it didn't know "what role, if any, Mifeprex and 'off-label' use of vaginal misoprostol may have 
in developing serious infections." 

Abortion opponents said the safety alert highlights the dangers of nonsurgical abortions. "The FDA 
approved RU -486 under intense political pressure, and now women are suffering the consequences,'' 

Wendy Wright, senior political director of Concerned Women for America "We warned the public 
that this would happen when the drug was approved. RU-486 is harmful to women." 

Supporters maintain that nonsurgical abortion with the pill is still a safer alternative to surgical abortion. 
"This remains a very safe and effective way to terminate an early pregnancy," said Vicki Saporta, 
president and chief executive of the National Abortion Federation. 

If you want other stories on this topic, search the Archives at latimes.com/archives. For information 
about reprinting this article, go to www.lats. com/rights. 
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RU486 Risks and Dangers 
The Abortion Pill 

heavy publicity by the pill's promoters claiming that the RU486/prostaglandin method is a safe and effective alternative to 
surgical abortion I.S controlled testing has offered a very different picture. 

/sit Dangerous? 

In France, a woman suffered heart failure and died 
after taking RU486 in combination with its accompa-
nying prostaglandln.2 In America, one of the women 
participating in the U.S. trial of RU486 nearly bled to 
death after taking the abortion drugs (see reverse). 

Every RU486 abortion involves at least two drugs, 
RU486 (also call mifepristone) and a prostaglandin 
(PG), usually misoprostol. These drugs are danger-
ous for a number of reasons. 

RU486 is a complex chemical molecule affecting 
mulitple systems of the body. 3 This is why it has ef-
fects not only on a woman's reproductive system, but 
her cardiovascular, digestive, and central nervous 
sytems as well.3 Misoprostol, the prostaglandin or-
dinarily used in conjunction with RU486, has its own· 
side effects, triggering the painful, often nauseating, 
contractions that expel the dead :baby. 4 

Because of the pain, bleeding, nausea, fevers, and 
other side effects, these drugs are often further 
supplemented by additional drugs such as 
antispasmodics,5 antibiotics, narcotic analgesics, etc .• 3 

each of which comes with it own attendant risks and 
side effects and potential interaction problems. 

In England, one of the first countries where the 
drug is allowed, all pills are num bared to ensure that 
they are not released to untrained personnel.' In 
France, the country with the most experience with the 
drug. the government requires that any facility dis-
pensing the drug have an electrocardiograph and 
emergency resuscitative equipment nearby. 8 

Does it sound safe and simple to you? 

SAFETY WARNING 
Women with any of the following condWons have been kept out of 
tests of RU486 for fear that the drug might prove dangerous or 
deadly for them. 

0 Presence of cardiovascular risks, including high blood 
pressure, obesity, cigarette smoking, and diabetes. •!•, 17 

0 Asthma and bronchitis _.. 

0 Age over 35 or under 18 •!•, 17 

0 Menstrual irregularity, fibroids 
or endometriosis •!• 

0 Use of IUD or oral contraceptive 
less than 3 months prior to conception •!•, 17 

0 History of problem pregnancy, current ectopic pregnancy, 
or pelvic inflammatory disease *, 17 

0 Allergies, epilepsy, or adrenal-insufficiency _.. 

0 Recent intake of steroid or anti-
Inflammatory medications .... 

0 Long term administration of 
cortisone or similar drugs _.. * 
0 History of liver, stomach, intesti-
nal, or kidney disease *, 17 

·!·Raymond. RU486: Misconceptions(l991); .ASilvestre,NEJM,J/8/90; 
T · · ? R/ li 

There are over 1.3 million abortions performed in the U.S. each year. 7 We are told that 20-33% of abortions performed 
in France are chemical abortions. a. 18 If U.S. use mirrored French use, and U.S. abortion rates remained stable, one 
could expect the following numbers of complications based on current clinical data: 

Complication 5·17 

8% failure to complete abortion 
2% hemorrhaging 
2% surgical intervention to stop bleeding 
1 % require hospitalization 
(4) transfusions 

Expected U.S. Range 
X 273,146 - 450,691 = 
X 273,146- 450,691 = 
X 273,146 - 450,691 = 
X 273,146 - 450,691 = 
X 273,146 - 450,691 = 

Resulting #'s of Complications 
21,852 - 36,055 "failures• per year 
5,463 - 9,014 hemorrhaging per year 
5,463 - · 9,014 surgical interventions/yr 
2,731 - 4,507 hospitalizations per year 
515 - 850 transfusions per year 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-998

1659



ARC - 34

An Iowa Doctor gives a first hand account 
The woman who took RU486 ... and nearly died 
Between October of 1994 and Labor Day of 1995, a nationwide trial of RU486 was conducted. A Planned Parenthood clinic In Des ¥olnes 
was one of the testing sites. News accounts said the trial went well without any problems. One iowa doctor who saw the story sa1d he knew 
better. 

I could hardly believe my eyes when 1 read the first paragraph of an article in the.Sept.2, Des Moines Register, "The clfnfcaf test of the 'abortion pill" has 
ended in Iowa, With no complications among 238 women who ended unwanted pregnancies without surgery. • 

This is untrue, and I can only surmise that the reason must have to do with the political volatllity of the abortion issue. Regardless, it Is imperative from 
a scientlficstandpoint that if Planned Parenthood Is to be part of a nationwide clinical trial, it must report the facts whether they agree with them or not .. 
(A) 

In November of 1994, I was called to the Alan Hospital Emergency Room In Waterloo, Iowa, for a woman who was bleeding due to a miscarriage and 
was in obvious shock. A blood test showed that she had lost between one-half and two-thirds of her blood volume. For those of you who understand this, 
her hemoglobin was 5.6 and her hematocrit was 17.3. Her blood pressure was 90 over 60, her pulse was 120, she was in obvious shock. 

I had thought she was having an incomplete m1scamage, but her husband took me into the hall and told me that she had taken RU486 approximately 2 
weeks before. It was my clinical opinion that she would die soon if she dfd not have an immediate D&C. 

Without even doing the routine preparation we normally do for surgery, 1 realized that I had to take her Immediately to surgery to save her life. I took her 
to the operating loom and removed the contents of her uterus surgically. I gavE: her two units of packed red blood cells intraoperatively. Even later that 
evening, 2 hours post-transfusion of those two units, her hemoglobin was still 6.8 and her hematocrit was 20 something. She required two more units of 
blood because she was still orthostatic and symptomatfc ... (B) 

To report to the people of Iowa, the Population Council, and to the FDA that there were "no complications• in Iowa is simply not true ... (A) 
If near death due to the loss of half of one's blood volume, surgery, and a transfusion of four units of blood do not qualify as a complication, I don't know 

whatdoes.(A) 
How did the clinic and the trial sponsor respond? 

(President of Planned Parenthood of Central iowa Jill] June said "no complications• refers to the trial- that the trial was conducted successfully- and 
not to the condition of the participants. 

However, Sandra Waldman, a spokeswoman for the New York based Population Coundl, which sponsored the trial, said the trial resulted in "no deaths 
or serious complications." When asked whether Louviere's patient's experience qualifies as a serious complication, Waldman said it would be "within the 
context of what happened before pn France]." (C) 
Sources: 
A. Dr. Marl< L.ouvienl, Waterloo Courier. 9/2:4/95. 
B. Statement ofMarlc lolMere, MD, FDA Mifepnstone 
(RU486) Heanngs. 7/19196. 

"If near death due to the Joss of half of one's blood volume, surgery, 
and a transfusion of four units of blood do not qualify as a complica-
tion, I don't know what does." - Mark Louviere, M.D. 

C. Tom OesMoinesRegister, 9121195. 

Nasty Side Effects 
Part of the Package 
Pain 

79%-96% of women taking the RU486/PG combination reported 
pain, •. 17 so bad that as many as half required some form of analge-
sia, whether an opiate or some other injectable painkiller. 3.•.s. 17 

Three researchers who reviewed much of the data on RU486 say 
"many of the women in these studies experienced pain for several 
days/weeks until the abortion was complete. Thus we are talking 
about prolonged, not transient pain, although this is rarely noted. "3 

Nausea, Diarrhea, and Vomiting 
Between 24% and 61% of RU4861PG patients experience nausea 

as part of the procedure. About one in five of all women struggle 
with diarrhea, while 15.3%-26%, or up to a quarter, vomil 3• 5• ' 7 

Infection 
In one trial, as many as 5%, or 1 in 20. showed signs and symp-

toms ofinfeclion. ° Fevers and chil ls, often indications of infection, 
are not unexpected side effects of the process. ' Antibiotics often 
must be prescribed for suspected infections. 10 

If and when an RU486/PG abortion is unsuccessful (anywhere 
from 8%-23% of the time 17), and there is an incomplete abortion, the 
risk of infection is much greater. 13• 1• Whatever supposed benefit 
chemical abortion has over surgical abortion is lost when a woman 
undergoes the surgical procedure w1th 1ts attendant risks. 

Other Side Effects 
Fatigue, 13 fainting, skin conditions, anemia, asthenia, hot 

flashes, heart palpitations, breast conditions, 5 mood changes, 
thirst 14 

Long Term Consequences 
Unknown. Few independent studies. RU486 does cross the blood 

follicle barrier and get into a woman's ripening eggs.3 Could this 
affect the reproductive systems of a woman's later children, as DES 
did? 

Researchers regard heavy, prolonged bleeding as the chief 
problem and most serious side effect of chemical abortions. 3 The 
average blood loss from an RU486 abortion is reported to be 
70ml, nearly four times the average blood loss from a normal 
suction curettage abortion 15 and very close to the 80ml menstrual · 
blood loss doctors consider "abnormal.· 16 This is hardly the 
"heavy period" spoken of by some of the pill's promoters. 18 

In a 1990 British study, five 
r = out of 579, or nearly 1%, bled so 

IDim 
f};§ @!§ -

· much that they required both 
transfusions and curettage to 
stop the bleeding. 3 In U.S. trials 
with a new prostaglandin 
(misoprostol) that was supposed 
to resolve such problems, 
"excessive bleeding" was noted 
In 4 out of 230 women who 

participated In the Des Moines part of the study. 12 What "exces-
sive bleeding" means is unclear, but we do know that one of those 
women almost bled to death (see above). Several women in the 
U.S. trial had to be given uterotonic agents to stop the bleeding. 11 

It is not merely the amount of blood lost but how long a woman 
bleeds that is a medical concern. Normally, the bleeding may last 
one or two weeks, but there are records of women bleeding as 
much as two months or more. 3.5.17 

There Is additional concern because only about half of women 
who take RU486 actually abort at the doctor's office, meaning 
50% of more face their bleeding and abortion without medical 
supervision. 17 

NOTES: I. Bauli<U. 77<e "Abomoo Pi/J" ( 1991 l: &ulicu, to Cll•lad ,lpplktzlioM of MlfopriJtone • ( 1993); Long. 
Ye>pc, August 1?11 l RIChnc.NYT ... uol/10191. 3. Roymood,nal. RU486: Mio<M<tptro..,(l991). 4. 
M<Ki=y.H"""'"Reproduwon(l993), pp. U02-S. 5 FOA.MircpMoocHeo.nozs,7119/96. 6. Fmo:b 
Go•cnuncnl L<ner,llpnll2,1990 7.Hcn.<h&w, "Abon1onScmces ontheUnuedSiales,I99S·I!W6 "FamrJv 
Pla"""'K Penpccllvu(Nov/Dec 1998). I . <Jianclll,,lmuica/ MtJtcal Nco.,4/12193. 9 Binh Con,.,;l 
Confm,oc.4122/93 10. WHO Fntllity&! Sttrilfty (19?1) II. Aubcnyond8ou1ieu, C.R.,Icad. Sci. Paris 
(Ill) (1991?• pp. S39-S4S. 12, loutollls. Clr/CIJgo Tribune, 8130195. 13. Sillllk-Wom, Ct>trtraceprron (1990), pp. 221. 
243 14. Li. Fanllty&!Sttrlllty (1988}. pp. n2·742. 15. Ob Gyn. N•w• (1989). No. 24, p. 1. 16. SJ)<tofr. Quu.ad 
Gvn<,k>g.co/ u•d«hrlnoloi!Y de ln/<nlflty. lrd cd. ( 1913). 17. Sp1rz. NEJM, 413019t 
WcblllO.. www.popcoaadl.or;. 1198. 
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ASSEMBLY REPUBLICAN CAUCUS FLOOR AMENDMENT ANALYSIS 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) File Item 

Set 1 by Leslie (RN 0216646) Across the Desk: 3:28pm, 8/15/02 

Support 

Summary: This amendment reinstates the requirement that a licensed 
physician be required to perform non-surgical abortions in contrast 
to this bill's authorization that a nurse or other non-licensed 

hysician could administer drugs to erform an abortion. 

Comments: 1. This bill recasts statutory law pertaining to abortion based upon 
the Roe v. Wade holding of the 1973 U.S. Supreme Court; and 
also provides that a nurse could prescribe pharmacological agents, 
such as RU-486, in lieu of existing California statutory law 
requiring a licensed physician to perform an abortion. The bill 
also further diminishes the role of parents in the upbringing of 
their minor children in stating as public policy that "every 
individual" has a fundamental right "to choose to bear a child or to 
choose and to obtain an abortion." 
2. This amendment would maintain the physician only requirement 
for performing abortions. This would address one of the 
substantial changes in abortion law that this bill would otherwise 
make since California enacted a legalized abortion law in 1967. 
This amendment restores a protection for women to ensure that a 
licensed physician perform such abortion rather than run the risk 
of having potently dangerous drugs administered by a non-
physician; and that could lead to serious health risk or death to the 
women. 
3. The drug RU-486 is considered a regimen of several 
medications, which in the judgment of a non-physician could have 
serious health risks and consequences when used for the purpose 
of inducing an abortion. The Federal Drug Administration (FDA) 
reported in April of this year that two women died and four others 
became seriously injured after taking RU-486. The appropriate 
administration of such potent pharmacological agents to women 
for such purposes should be limited to licensed physicians. 

Consultant: Mark Redmond 
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, 

SENATE THIRD READING 
SB 130I (Kuehl) 
As Amended April 8, 2002 
Majority vote 

SENATE VOTE: 22-12 

JUDICIARY 8-2 

Ayes: Corbett, Dutra, Jackson, Longville, 
Shelley, Steinberg, Vargas, Wayne 

Nays: Bates, Robert Pacheco 

APPROPRIATIONS I 7-4 

Ayes: Steinberg, Alquist, Aroner, Cohn, 
Corbett, Daucher, Diaz, Firebaugh, 
Goldberg, Negrete McLeod, Papan, 
Pavley, Simitian, Washington, 
Wiggins, Wright, Zettel 

Nays: Bates, Ashburn, Robert Pacheco, 
Dickerson 

HEALTH 

SB 130I 
Page I 

13-6 

Ayes: Thomson, Chan, Chavez, Cohn, 
Frommer, Goldberg, Koretz, Negrete 
McLeod, Richman, Salinas, 
Strom-Martin, Washington, Wayne 

Nays: Robert Pacheco, Aanestad, Bates, 
Dickerson, Runner, Zettel 

SUMMARY: Deletes various statutory provisions regarding abortion and enacts in their place a 
new state Reproductive Privacy Act. Specifically, amdng other things, this bill: 

1) Deletes scattered sections pertaining to reproductive privacy issues and enacts a new 
California Reproductive Privacy Act, which provides that "it is the public policy of the state 
of California that: a) every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth 
control; b) every woman has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
to obtain an abortion, except as specifically limited by this article; and c) the state shall not 
deny or interfere with a woman's fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and 
obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this article." 

2) Repeals Health and Safety Code Section 123410 and in its place provides that "the state may 
not deny or interfere with a woman's right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of 
the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the woman." 

3) Provides that the performance of an abortion is unauthorized if either of the following is true: 

a) The person performing or assisting in the abortion is not a health care provider authorized 
to perform or assist in an abortion pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 
2253; or, 
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b) The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and in the good faith medical judgment of 
the physician, the fetus was viable and continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to the 
life or health of the pregnant woman. 

4) Deletes the reference to the "Therapeutic Abortion Act" and instead provides that failure to 
comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act in performing, procuring, aiding, or offering to 
procure an illegal abortion constitutes unprofessional conduct. 

5) Provides that a person is subject to criminal penalties: a) if he or she assists at a surgical 
abortion and does not have a valid license or certificate obtained under a law authorizing him 
or her to perform the functions necessary to assist at a surgical abortion; or, b) if he or she 
performs or assists at a nonsurgical abortion without a valid license to practice as a physician 
or surgeon, or a valid license or certificate obtained under another law authorizing him or her 
to perform or assist in the functions necessary for a nonsurgical abortion. 

6) Provides that for the purposes of this section, "nonsurgical abortion includes termination of 
pregnancy through the use of pharmacologic agents." 

EXISTING LAW: 

1) Authorizes, in the Therapeutic Abortion Act, that a holder of a physician's and surgeon's 
certificate may perform an abortion only if it takes place in an accredited hospital and is 
approved by a committee that finds that: a) there is substantial risk that continuance of the 
pregnancy would gravely impair the physical or mental health of the mother; and/or, b) the 
pregnancy resulted from rape or incest. 

2) Has declared, through case law, that the medical criteria and approval processes for obtaining 
an abortion contained in state codes are unconstitutional. (Planned Parenthood v. Ashcroft 
(1983) 462 U.S. 476; Akron v. Akron Center for Reproductive Health (1983) 462 U.S. 416; 
Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 179; People v. Barksdale (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 320.) 

3) Provides that in no event shall termination of a pregnancy be approved after the 20th week of 
pregnancy . 

4) Has invalidated this section's requirement that an abortion must be approved by a medical 
committee. (People v. Barksdale, 8 Cal. 3d. at 328. Questions remain as to its validity 
regarding prohibition on abortions after the 20th week of pregnancy. (See, e.g., 65 Ops. 
Atty. Gen. 261; and Feminist Women's Health Center v. Philobosian (1984) 157 Cal. App. 3d 
1076, 1084 n.3.)) 

FISCAL EFFECT: According to the Assembly Appropriations analysis, negligible fiscal impact. 

COMMENTS: If one were to rely solely on a review of California's statutes regarding our laws 
regulating abortion, he or she would end up with a substantial misconception about the current 
state of this law. For, as the author notes in support of this legislation, many of our statutes 
governing abortion have been rendered obsolete by federal and state Supreme Court decisions. 
The problem is, they still remain on the books, and have yet to be repealed or modified in 
accordance with controlling case law. The result, she notes, "is a cryptic, often inconsistent 
abortion code that is laden with constitutional problems." The author also states that these 
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outdated statutes also single out abortions for unnecessary regulation that has not been imposed 
on more complex procedures, and the existing statutes fail to address and accommodate major 
advances in medical practice, such as early abortion methods like mifepristone (otherwise known 
as and hereafter referred to as RU-486). 

According to the author, this bill, sponsored by Planned Parenthood, addresses these problems 
comprehensively by: 

1) Protecting Californians' fundamental right to choose a safe and legal abortion (even if the 
Supreme Court further reduces the federal protections contained in Roe v. Wade). 

2) Providing greater access to early abortion methods like RU-486 by eliminating arbitrary 
barriers that currently impede the ability of licensed health care professionals to treat patients 
in the area of reproductive health. 

3) Deleting language in current state law that has been found unconstitutional in state and 
federal courts. 

4) Treating abortion like other comparable medical procedures, and allowing healthcare 
providers, acting within their particular scopes of practice, to perform or assist in the 
performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions. 

5) Allowing for future advancements in medical science relative to non-surgical abortion 
techniques by not limiting them, while simultaneously clarifying that medication-induced 
abortions is an appropriate method to be included among other non-surgical abortion 
techniques. 

In support of these changes, the author concludes with this comment: 

We have an anti-choice President, an anti-choice Congress, and a Supreme Court 
that's one vote away from overturning Roe v. Wade. Now is the time to protect 
our right to choose - right here in California. SB 1301 will keep abortion safe and 
legal in California even if the Supreme Court overturns Roe. 

The state's existing abortion law, called the Therapeutic Abortion Act, was signed by former 
Governor Ronald Reagan and took effect in 1967. This act provided for women's access to 
abortion services, but spelled out various conditions that had to be met before a woman could 
obtain an abortion. In the 1970's, a number of sections were added to the Therapeutic Abortion 
Act, primarily dealing with "conscience clause" issues and the treatment of fetal remains. 

Several current abortion statutes are invalid and appropriate for repeal. In 1972, the California 
Supreme Court declared several provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act, those requiring 
prior approval by a medical committee, and limiting approval to cases of rape, incest, or where 
the pregnancy threatened to "gravely impair" the physical or mental health of the mother, 
impermissibly vague and therefore unconstitutional. (People v. Barksdale.) Other provisions 
facilitating these statutes, those requiring the input of the DA, establishing the proper formation 
of the medical committee, and defining "mental illness" for the purposes of the Act, were 
declared invalid as well. C!.Q. at 334.) 
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The following year, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that a right of personal privacy exists under 
the Constitution, and that this right "is broad enough to encompass a woman's decision whether 
or not to terminate her pregnancy." (Roe v. Wade.) An explicit right to privacy added to the 
California Constitution in 1972 provided state protection to procreative choice that is "at least as 
broad" as the federal protection set forth in Roe v. Wade. (Committee to Defend Reproductive 
Rights v. Myers (1981).) 

In 1997, the California Supreme Court invalidated a statute requiring a minor to obtain parental 
consent before obtaining an abortion. (American Academy of Pediatrics v. Lungren (1997).) 
Thus, this bill's proposed repeal of the above-referenced provisions is consistent with current 
law. 

Thus, since its inception in 1967, a number of state and federal court decisions have rendered 
various provisions of the state's Therapeutic Abortion Act wholly or partly invalid, and have left 
the validity of other provisions open to serious question. Despite their unconstitutionality, 
however, these provisions have remained largely unchanged in the state's Health and Safety 
Code, because the Legislature has never repealed or modified them in accordance with, or in 
response to, these court decisions. This bill finally addresses this confusing statutory situation by 
deleting the provisions of the Therapeutic Abortion Act that have been ruled unconstitutional. 
The bill also revises certain other provisions as well, including the name of the state's 
reproductive rights act. In its place, the bill enacts a new Reproductive Privacy Act, as further 
detailed below. 

This bill's provisions appear consistent with judicially established parameters for the regulation 
of abortion. Under the parameters established in Roe v. Wade, the right of personal privacy 
outweighs any legitimate state interest in a woman's pregnancy until the end of the first trimester 
of that pregnancy. After the first trimester, a state may regulate abortion in ways "reasonably 
related" to protecting maternal health, and at the point the fetus becomes viable, the state may 
regulate and/or prohibit abortions in the interest of protecting the "potentiality of human life" of 
the viable fetus, except wher;e abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the mother. 

This bill allows appropriately licensed or certified health care professionals to perform or assist 
in performing nonsurgical abortions, which will permit the administration of approved early-
abortion facilitating drugs such as RU-486. This expansion of abortion rights appears wholly 
consistent with Roe's mandate that states may not interfere with a woman's right to terminate her 
pregnancy in the first trimester. 

This bill also continues to require abortions to be performed by appropriately licensed health care 
professionals; subjects those who do not comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act to 
professional discipline; and subjects unlicensed abortion providers to criminal sanctions, in 
conformity with current law. 

In conformity with Roe v. Wade, this bill also prohibits state interference with a woman's right to 
obtain an abortion "prior to the viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to 
preserve the life or health of the woman." 

Analysis Prepared by: Drew Liebert I JUD. I (916) 319-2334 FN: 0006135 
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Providing responsible choices through advocacy and political action. 

To: 
From: 
Date: 

RE: 

Members of the California State Assembly 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 
August 8, 2002 

Support SB 1301 (Kuehl) 

FLOOR ALERT 

SB 1301 

Planned Parenthood Mfiliates of California (PPAC) is proud to co-sponsor Senate Bill 1301, by 
Senator Kuehl, which will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights 
law that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301 is Planned Parenthood Affiliates 
of California 's top priority, because the Reproductive Privacy Act protects women by ensuring 
reproductive health care services are performed in the safest manner possible while eliminating 
the stigma the law has historically placed on the option of abortion services. 

SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse 
practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical 
abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make decisions 
regarding their own reproductive health. 

Please vote AYE on SB 1301 when it is heard on the Assembly floor. 

SB 1301 will be included in the Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 
Reproductive Health Legislative Scorecard. 

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 510 • Sacramento. California 95814-4581 • Phone (916) 446-5247 • Fax (916) 441-0632 • www.ppacca.org 
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* 
' . August 16, 2002 

CALIFORNIA PROLIFE 
[ A: n J 

ASSEMBLY FLOOR ALERT 
RE: SB 1301-Reproductive Privacy Act 

Support Assemblyman Tim Leslie's Amendments 
to Restore Provisions for "Physician-Only" Abortions 

SB 1301 could be on the Assembly floor as soon as Monday, August 19. At that time 
Assemblyman Tim Leslie will offer amendments to restore the 35 year old requirement that 
only physicians may perform abortions in California, which would otherwise be removed by 
SB 1301. 

Regardless of whether you intend to support or oppose the Reproductive Privacy 
Act, we beseech you to seriously consider support for Assemblyman Leslie's amendments. 

One can't help but see great irony in degrading the quality of care for women 
seeking abortions at the very time we are reading almost daily about the difficulties of 
protecting health care patients from unscrupulous providers. 

There is no evidence that drug-induced abortions are any safer than surgical 
abortions. Indeed there is evidence to the contrary, including 2 recent deaths-and not 
enough experience with drug abortions to consider broadening the pool of abortion 
providers to those with even less medical expertise than those providing abortions today. 

On Apri/19, the federal Food and Drug Administration posted a letter on their website 
from Danco Laboratories, the manufacturer of RU 486, informing physicians that two women 
have died after RU 486 abortions, a11d o11e 21 year-old suffered cardiac arrest-a rare 
occurrence in a woman that age. The hvo who died suffered a bacterial itafection in one case 
and a uterine rupture due to an undiagnosed ectopic pregna11cy ;,, the other. Another near-
fatal bacterial infection, and two additional uterine ruptures due to u11diagnosed ectopic 
pregnancies prompted Danco a11d the FDA to release the wami11g and ask physicians to report 
any additional"adverse events." 

Danco claims these "adverse events" are statistically insignificant, yet they will not 
reveal how many RU 486 abortions have been performed. What we do know is that RU 486 
has not been popular among either physicians or patients, so the number that have been 
performed could be significant to judge whether these "adverse events" are significant or 
not. We do know that the most common complication of use of RU 486 is hemorrhage--
hemorrhage serious enough to require transfusions in some cases. 

Let's not create an even larger pooJ of unscrupulous providers to prey upon the 
poorer members of our communities, and our teenagers, who often seek abortion services 
without benefit of the counsel of the people who care about them most-their parents. 

Please support the Leslie amendments to SB 1301. Let's not put California at the 
forefront of further jeopardizing the lives of the women. 

California ProLife Council, Inc. 
The California Affiliate of the National Right to Life Committee 
2306 1 Street Suite 200 • Sacramento, CA 95816 
916.442-8315 • (fax) 916.441.7508- www.califomiaprolife.org 
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Author Kuebl
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Chapter 385

Regular Session
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Bill NO: 1301 AUTHOR: Kuehl DATE: 08/24/02 DATE DUE: 9/30/02 

SENATE: 22-12 

REVIEWED BY: 

ASSEMBLY: 50-25 

RECOMMENDATION: Sign Vetoo 

68 This bill proposes to repeal the Therapeutic Abortion Act and enact the 
Reproductive Privacy Act. The Reproductive Privacy Act would provide, among other things, that 
every individual possesses a fundame:-ttal right of privacy with respect to reproductive decisions, 
including the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth control, and to choose to bear a child or 
obtain an abortion. The bill 'tNOUkJ prohibit the state from denying or interfering with a woman's 
fundam-ental right to choose abortion prior to the viability of the fetus or when necessary to protect 
her life or health. This biU would clarify that non-physician health care providers mdy iegally assist 
with surgical abortions and/or perform, or assist in performing, non-surgical abortions. 

Sf!ljSQR: 

§t!RP2R'(; 

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

Health and Human Services Agency 
Department of Health Services 
Department of Finance 

OPPOSITION: None received. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The bill would not have any fiscal impact to the Department of Health 
Setvices because it does not result in any additional workload or costs. 

AI§UMENTS 1M SUPPORT: Proponents argue that this bill would affirmatively establish the 
fundamental rightto reproductive privacy in California statute and would conform with the tenets of 

that,prohibits state interference with a womaq's right to obtain an abortion •prior to 
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c UN OFS T 

SOARD Of SUPERVISORS 
MARK CHURCH 
JERRYHIU. 
RICHARDS. GORDON 
ROSE JACOBS GIBSON 
MICHAEL D. NEVIN 

JOHN MALTBIE 
COUNTY MANAGER! 
CLERK OF THE BOARD 

COUNTY GO'vERNMENT CENTER • REOWOOO CITY • CALIFORNIA. 94063- f 655 363-4653 
WEB PAGE ADDRESSI'lt!p:/!www.CO.saQmate..;.ea.IJS FAX: (650j 599·1027 

August 20, 2002 

Governor Gray Dav1s 
State Capitol. First Floor 
Sacramemo, cA 95S 14 

RE: SB 1301 (KuehJ)-SVPPORT -Reproductive Privacy Act 

Dear Govemor Davts: 

On behalf of the County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors, I write in support of SB 1301 (Kuehl) 
relating to the abortion pri·vacy rights of Cali fomians. 

1'1 addition to deleting obsolete provisions of California law relating to abortion rights. SB 1301 would 
continue to protect Calirbrnians even if the Supreme Com1 subsequently overturns Roe v. Wade. With 
increasing awareness. the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors hus recognized the importance of 
protecting the privacy interests of individuals. Protecting the privacy rights of a person to choose or 
refuse birth control and to choose to bear a child or obtain an abortion rises in importance with the current 
political climate at the federdllevel. 

1be State Commission on the Status of Women as well as the San Mateo County Comm1ssion on the 
Status of Women supports this bill. The Cmmty of San Mateo Board of Supervisors wishes to join their 
efforts in supporting SB DOl. Should you have any questions or concems about our position, please feel 
free to contact Ross Nakasone at 650-599-1345 or email him at RnakasooeW.co.sanmateo.ca.us. 

erry Hi , President 
Board of Supervisors 
County of San Mateo 

cc: San Mateo County Delegation 
Senator Kuehl 
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August26,2002 

The Honorable Gray Davis 
Governor of California 
State Capito! Building 
Sacramento, CA 

RE: SB 1301 (Kuehl) - Support 

Dear Governor Davis: 

The California Primary Association (CPCA) is a health policy and advocacy organization 
representing a network over 500 non-profit, community-based clinics that provide care to ail 
Californians without regard to their ability to pay. CPCA supports SB 1301 (Kuehl), which is 
awaiting your signature. 

SB 1301 will provide greater access to early abortion methods like mifepristone (RU-486) by 
eliminating barriers that currently impede the ability of licensed health care professionals in our 
clinics to treat patients in the area of reproductive health. This bill treats abortion like other 
comparable medical procedures and allows healthcare providers, acting within their particular 
scopes of practice, to perform or assist in the performance of surgical and non-surgical 
abortions. 

In clinic settings, midlevel practioners play an increasingly important role in providing 
reproductive health care services. The clinic model integrates a team approach - which relies 
more heavily on midlevels (such as nurse practioners) to assist physicians in providing services. 
This bill is complimentary to the clinic model in that it acknowledges the need for midlevel 
practitioners to be included in the delivery of this procedure. 

We urge your signature on SB 1301. 

Sincerely, 

Melanie Moreno 
Policy Analyst 

cc: The Honorable Sheila Kuehl 
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William J. Demsher 

Atascadefo, Co .. 93422 

September 13, 2002 

Governor Gray Davis 
State Capital 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Governor Davis, 

________ , 
Telephone 805-461·1481 

As a California taxpayer, I strongly urge to VETO SB 1301, REPRODUCTIVE 
PRIVACY ACT. 

\ 
J 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1015

William J. Demsher

8173 Pequenia Avenue

Atascadero, Ca., 93422
Telephone 805-461-1481

September 13, 2002

Governor Gray Davis
State Capital

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Governor Davis,

As a California taxpayer, I strongly urge to VETO SB 1301, REPRODUCTIVE
PRIVACY ACT.

Thank you.

Willan Demo
William J. Defnsher

"LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917
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September 9, 2002 

Governor Gray Davis 
State Capitol. First Floor 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814 

Re: Please VETO SB SB 253,111·1-llt SCR 55 & AB 2194 

Gov. Gray Davis: 

Pleue veto the above legislation. Please be a leader in momlity for our State and our 
children. 

Sincere])·, 

;W o0_; 10 
.... 

Lee D. Pierce, D.C. 
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PIERCE FAMILY CHIROPRACTIC CENTER
16389 Boiss Chice Street, Hastis30mBeach, CA 92649-2664 (714) 840-7001 Fax: (714) 840-4423

September 9, 2002

Govemor Gray Davis
State Capitol, First Floor
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

Re: Please VETO SB 1230, SB 253, MAN, SCR 55 & AB 2194

Gov. Gray Davis:

Please veto the above referenced legislation. Please be a leader in morality for our State and our
children.

Sincerely,

·

Lee D. Pierce, D.C. LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917

A-1016 PE -7
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!62S N. SdU'l>der il>W. 

Tel: 3c23/99:Fi4<l0 
fa:&: 3231993-7699 
TOO: ;!>23/99.'>·""098 

c.1ftornilll MUS 

144;i N, Mi:.<1"'l1WC. 

Tel; 
fax· 3HI845->ll93 

Jeff Gr'.ffilh Gay IJ> 
lablan Youth C41 tcr 
70') 1 Morua lllvd. 
los Afl#k'!!, CA 9003il 
Td: 323/461-8163 
htx: 32Y46Hil72 

Lambda Medical Gnu>p 
Primilry Health <".arc & 
Audn: Ltwdc lnobtall 
HalthCUnk 
MUKWD Square Buikltn<t 
5757Wllshlrt' nlvd. 

('.A 90036 
'n:J: 323/86(}. 
Pu:323!993-74"77 

Thr Villllt!F at 
lid Goltlcl ..... 
1125 N.Mceadckn i'l. 

90038 

2002 

Gray 
California 

Capitol, First Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

{Koretz). AB 2216 (Keeiey), AB 2651 (Chu}. AB 2930 
564 {Speier). , uehl), 1661 (Kuehl) 

1 {Vasconcellos}, & SB 1785 (Vasconcellos): REQUEST FOR 
SIGNATURE 

Dear Governor Davis: 

On behalf the L.A. Gay & Lesbian Center, I strongly encourage you 
to sign following bills into law: AB 2197 (Koretz). AB 2216 
(Keeley), AB 2651 (Chu), AB 2930 (\tVright), SB 564 (Speier). SB 1301 
(Kuehl), 88 1661 (Kuehl) SB 1734 (Vasconcellos). & SB 1785 
{Vasconcellos). 

AB 2197 (Koretz): MediuCal Benefits for Non-disabled Persons Living 
with HJV. This bill will would establish a cost-neutral, statewide pilot 
program to expand Medi-Cal to the non-disabled HIV population. AB 
2197 would require the Department of Health Services to seek all 
necessary federal waivers to allow Medi-Ca! managed care enrollment 
to individuals with HIV who are not disabled but who would otherwise 
qualify for Medi·Cal based on income. This legislation seeks to fund 
expanded coverage through savings generated by increasing the 
voluntary enrollment of the AIDS disabled population into Medi-Cal 
managed care. By expanding Medi-Cal through savings elsewhere, 
and maintaining the federal match in the AIDS Drug Assistance 
Program, this proposal provides a fiscally responsible solution. In 
addition, the proposal would free up Ryan White Care Act dollars for 
other needs in the HIV/AIDS community. 

AB 2216 (Keeley): Inheritance Rights for Domestic Partners. This b!U 
would give a surviving domestic partner the right to inherit a specified 
share of a partners separate property if a partner dies without a will. 

color, 
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afford the loss of income. 

SB 1734 (Vasconcellos): Clean Needle and Syringe Exchange Projects< bill 
would allow individuals participating in needle exc,'1ange programs to distribute 
devices or substances used to keep needles clean, without being subject to 
criminal prosecution. It additionally extends the requirement for a declaration of 
local public health emergency to be made annually. These technical changes will 
make it easier for needle exchange programs to continue to operate disease 
prevention activities. 

SB 1785 (Vasconcellos): Syringe Pharmacy Sale and Disease Prevention Act. 
This bill would remove prohibitions on purchasing up to 30 dean needles and 
syringes without a prescription from a licensed pharm.aci.st. with built-in 
provisions related to safe disposal and the distribution of information to 
purchasers on disease prevention and referrais to substance abuse services. 

Thank you for your leadership in helping to enact legislation that would improve 
the lives of all Californians. 

Vary truly yours, 

/I; i·/Vt/vC--"/-c_f?-,___ I t· 
Rebecca Isaacs, Interim Executive Director 

C: Eric Bauman 
Richard Figueroa 
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Governor Gray Davis 
state Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Governor Davis: 

September 4, 2002 

N E 
P.O. Box' 2768 

Sacramento, CA 95812 

Please veto SB 1301 (Kuehl). This bill would recast California's 
Therapeutic AbuLtion Act, it the Privacy Act and 
brinqing it in line with u.s. Supreme Court decisions starting wit.ll Roe 

Wade. The bill anticipates, prematurely we believe, the overturning 
of the S.upreae Court's 1973 judgment. 

Tbe bill finds and declares that "every individual possesses a 
funddleJ'ltal right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive 
decisions" (page 4, lines 26-28). We However, the bill later 
conflicts with its own declaration. Biologically, the life of the 
individual human being begins at the moment of conceptiono The bill 
gives individuals (women) the right to abort and fatally 
interfere with the reproductive right of other individuals (their sons 
and dauqhters who are living and growing, but not yet born). 

The bill defines pregnancy as "beginning with the !•plantation of an 
embryo." This is politically convenient, but ungroun<led in scientific 
reality. we know where babies co•e fro•. Preqnancy at 
conception. That is the principle on which in vitro f«<rtilization works. 
Also, conception is the only ti•e in our lives wtt•n our fathers had any 
contribution to our genetic characteristics. Whim arr utbryo fails to 
exit the fallopian tube this beco11es a life-th.r,ateniJ\9 ectopic 

l)()ctors and scientists who are by politics know 
:llnagnancy occurs before iJII)lantation ii'r Q• LE
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\ 

UCLA 

DI\'ISlt)'>; OF MEDICINE 
t;( HEALTH SEll\' ICES Ht:SEARCH 

lTL'\ !'I·.PAHrMENTOF 

September 1 2002 

Honorable Governor Gray Davis 
State Capitol Building 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Governor Davis: 

'ill 8ROX1'!)!\o A\ E:'lit!f: 

Thank you for signing AB 1860, •ll!lltlltltB 2194, and AB 797. It is refreshing to have 
a leader ln office who still supports a woman's right to choose. 1 am especially grateful 
for your support of AB 2194, as I work in a doctor's office and was so surprised to learn 
that abortion is not taught in most schools. This seems egregious to me, as an OB/GYN 
'11ay be required to perform one in order to save a woman's life, let alone be asked to 
perform an elective abortion for a patient 

Thank you again for your continued support for women's issues. 

Christiann Savage 
Los Angeles LE
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Governor 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, 

Dear Governor 

As wom.en and as a healthcare providers, we are writing to thank you for your 
commitment to a woman's to choose. By siS.lli;:.g A.B. 797, A.B. 2194, 
A.B. 1860 reproductive :rights and overali health of 
California women protected. On September 2002, you demonstrated 
your strong commitment to and understanding of women's reproductive health 
care. and have advanced public health status of our states women. I applaud 
your effons to keep abortion safe and legaL The voices of s women · 
have been across the nation and will hopefully £erve as a catalyst fC>r 
change under the coP..servative extreme of the Bush administration. 

We appreciate your ongoing support of women's right<!. 

Sincerely. 

Pregnanor 
Consultation 
Center 
-:;30 1 F Stre\:..·t 1#1 Suitt'" 
bacromemo • CA 'J"JH 9 
916. <d6.fl222 
.h1X ,. .q 
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September 3, 2002 

Governor Gray 
Sta.te Capitol Building 
Sacramento, CA 958i 4 

Dear Governor 

s N 

OFfiCE Ul'' '!"HE AUXll.lARY B:SHOI' 
M.'\.HYWCl()l) CENT'ER 
2.ell E. \'!UAREIU.DR!VE 
Posr orncE Box 14195 
0RA<'>OE CAUFORNih 9261 1595 
VOICE: (114) 282-3 I 14 
FAX; {714) 282-3029 
msHOI'J&rroGRCOO.ORG 

I am writing to you to veto SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act. 

This bill will only further undermine the health and safety of the wotnen and 
children of California. Good public policy should not further denigrate the dignity 
()f women and children by ignoring the essential nature of human life that is 
uestroyed by each abortion performed. 

The dignity of each person is a public matter, not a private one. Do not sign this 
measure. This is not sound health care policy. 

I am very disappointed in those members of the California Legislature who have 
supported this measure. I ask you to demonstrate good judgment and moral 
courage by vetoing SB 1301. 

Pie. ase advise me o .. ·····f yorr· disposition in this matter. Be assured of my prayers as you deliberate thistand other matters of concern to Californians. 
I ; l 

! I 
; j 

l I 
· 1 . / ( . ..., ' 

\, \ 

. I \.__. :) 
Most Soto 
Auxiliary 

CC: 
State SenalGr Joseph Dunn 
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August 29. 2002 

Governor Gray Davis 
State of California 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, Ca. 95814 

Dec.J Honorable Governor Davis: 

Ch 

The Mendocino Chapter of the National Women's Political Caucus urges 
you to sign SB 1301 (Kuehl) into law. This reproductive privacy act would ensure 
access to reproductive choices, including legal abortions even if federal courts 
overturn Roe v. Wade. SB 1301 would replace the state of California's 1967 
Therapeutic Abortion Act and repel several inconsistent statutes concerning 
abortions. In their place would be protections for women currently implied by 
court decisions concerning abortion but not written in law. We at the 
Mendocino Chapter of NWPC look to you, our Governor to protect the women 
of our great state of California. 

Sincerely, 

UJ{J(!__ "/ 
Natlof'lal Women's Potlffcal Caucus 
of M&hdoclno County 
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August 28. 2002 

The Honorable Gray Davis 
Office ofthe Governor 
State Capitol, Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 1301 (Kuehl) -SUPPORT 

Dear Governor Davis: 

\Votnen 

The California National Organization for Women (NOW) thanks you for your continuing 
support of reproductive rights for women. California NOW is proud to co-sponsor SB 
1301 {Kuehl). The Reproductive Privacy Act. SB 1301 would ensure California women's 
access to safe and legal abortion. 

SB 1301 would increase access to safe and early non-surgical abortion methods by 
allowing qualified health practitioners, such as physician's assistants and nurse 
practitioners, to provide mifepristone (RU 486) under physician supervision. SB 1301 
would also delete obsolete provisions in current law that have been found to be 
unconstitutional and unenforceable by the courts and would establish a contemporary 
reproductive rights law that protects a woman's legal right to choose an abortion. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act would ensure that women in California have the freedom 
to exercise their constitutional right to make decisions regarding their own reproductive 
health. We urge you to help protect women's reproductive freedom by signing this very 
important measure. 

1 

Elizabeth McGovern 
Legislative Director 

Eft. 1972 wit/J 80,000 membn-s anti tlonors, and chapters througiJOut tiN stau 
Mcpa Seely l'restdem + Helen Gri«o IL!I«utiveDtrtc'Ctor + · · · ·· . ·· Ltgi,lluivt> l>ltrctur + lilena Pttu Oil..-''"' 

Rosemary Atf.Uu [)inK:«lt + + Nikld f;;;tcutl¥<! A5$1stal\l 
ltadlel 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1025

1684



PE - 17

August 30, 

Governor Gray Davis 
State Capitol Building 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Governor Davis: 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) has recently arrived on your desk, and we know you are looking 
forward to signing it into law. SB 1301 will ensure that California has a 
constitutionally sound reproductive rights law that protects privacy rights, now 
and in the future. SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, protects women by 
ensuring reproductive health care services are performed in the safest manner 
possible while eliminating the stigma the law has historically placee on the option 
of abortion services. 

wo weeks ago, our office delivered over 7,000 postcards from supporters of SB 
1301 to members ofthe California State Assembly, and recently we delivered 
neany- 800 postcards to you. These postcards are gathered from all of California, 
and urge you to support SB 1301. As these postcards keep coming in, we will 
forward them to you, as we are today. 

We appreciate the support you have already lent to Senator Kuehl's bill, and 
send these postcards as encouragement and validation. The people of California 
support SB 1301. 

Thank you for your unwavering support of reproductive rights in California. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Dunlap 
Vice President of Public Policy 
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Planned Parenthood 
Arliliales ol h 

August 30, 

The Honorable Gray Davis 
Govemor, State ofC<difomia 
State Capitol Building 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 1301 (Ki!eid)- Request Signature 

Dear Govemor Davis: 

On behalfofPlanned Parenthood, I am writing to urge you sign SB 1301, by Senator 
Sheila KuehL SB 1301 will ensure that California has a constitutionally sound 
reproductive rights law that protects privacy rights, now and in the future. 

Plarmed Parenthood Affiliates of California is proud to sponsor SB 1301, the 
Reproductive Privacy Act, which will protect women by ensuring reproductive health 
c<re services are perfonned in the safest manner possible while eliminating the stigma the 
law has historically placed on the option of abortion services. 

SB 1301 increases access to early, non-surgical methods of abortion by allowing nurse 
practitioners, certified nurse midwives, and physician assistants, to perform non-surgical 
abortion pursuant to their current scope of practice. 

SB 1301 further provides that mid-level healthcare providers, acting within their scope of 
practice and under the supervision of a physician, are allowed to assist in the 
performance of surgical and non-surgical abortions, including medical abortions. 

The Reproductive Privacy Act eliminates the unconstitutional and unenforceable 
provisions of state law to reflect California's current status as an innovative leader in 
ensuring its people have the freedom to exercise the constitutional right to make 
decisions regarding their own reproductive health. 

Please ensure that California remains a leader In tbe endeavor to protect 
reproductive freedom by signing SB 1301 into law. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Dunlap 
Vice President of Public Policy 
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August·.22, 2002 ', 
" Governor Gray Davis 

State Capitol BOHdJ.rtg 
Sacramento. CA 95814 

Dear Governor Davis: 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) will be arriving on your desk soon. SB 1301 will ensure that 
CaUfomia has a constitutionally sound reproductive rights law that protects 
privacy rights, now and in the future. SB 1301, the Reproductive Privacy Act, 
protects women by ensuring reproductive health care services are performed in 
the safest manner possible while eliminating the stigma the law has historically 
placed on the option of abortion services. 

Last week, our office delivered over 7.000 postcards from supporters of SB 1301 
to ,nembers of the California State Assembly. Today. we are delivering near1y 
800 postcards to you. These postcards are gathered from all of California, and 
urge you to support SB 1301. 

We appreciate the support you have already lent to Senator Kuehl's bin, and 
send these postcards as encouragement and validation. The people of California 
support SB 1301. 

Thank you for your unwavering support of reproductive rights in California. 

Sincerely, 

\_rn--
Sue Dunlap 
Vice President of Public Policy 

5SS Captol MaU. Suite 510 • Sacramento. Cdlifornia 9SSt4-4Sll1 • 
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(916) 341-8020YACHINEE

INTERNET

Legislative
Counsel

California

August 23, 2002

Honorable Gray Davis
Governor of California

Sacramento, CA 95814

SENATE BILL NO. 1301

Dear Governor Davis:

Pursuant to your request, we have reviewed the above-numbered bill

authored by Senator Kuehl and, in our opinion, the title and form are sufficient and the bill, if
chaptered, will be constitutional. The digest on the printed bill as adopted correctly reflects
the views of this office.

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC

(530) 666-1917

Very truly yours,

Diane F. Boyer-Vine
Legislative Counsel

AnaK Bieman
By
Lara K. Bierman

Principal Deputy

LKB+dim

Two copies to Honorable Sheila James Kuehl,
pursuant to joint Rule 34.
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8/26/2002 M

UNOFFICIAL BALLOT

2001-2002 Votes - ROLL CALL

MEASURE:

TOPIC:

DATE:

LOCATION:

HOTION:

SB 1301

Reproductive Privacy Act.
08/19/02

ASM. FLOOR

SB 1301 Kuehl Senate Third Reading

(AYES 50. NOES 25) (PASS)

AYES
****

By Jackson

Alquist
Cardoza

Chu

Daucher
Florez

Horton

Koretz

Matthews

Negrete McLeod

Reyes

Simitian

Vargas

Zettel

Aroner

Cedillo
Conn

Diaz

Frommer

Jackson

Liu

Migden
Oropeza

Richman

Steinberg
Wayne
Wesson

Chan

in

Wiggins Wright

NOES
****

Cox

EGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE INC

(530) 666-1917

Ashburn

B111 Campbe11

Dickerson

Leach

Maldonado

Runner

Bates

John Campbel1
Hollingsworth
Leonard

Mountjoy
Strickland

ABSENT, ABSTAINING OR NOT VOTING
*****

Hazman

....

Havice

Bogh

Cogdi11

Kelley
Leslie

Robert Pacheco

WyLand

Calderon
Mashington

Rod Pacheco
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0/14/2002

UNOFFICIAL BALLOT

2001-2002 Votes - ROLL CALL

MEASURE:
OPIC:

DATE:

LOCATION:
HOTION:

SB 1301

Reproductive Privacy Act.

05/16/02

SEN. FLOOR

Senate 3rd Reading SB1301 Kuehl

(AYES 22. NOES 12.) (PASS)

AYES
**I

Alarcon

Chesbro

Figueroa

McPherson

Polanco

Speier

Alpert
Costa

Kernette

O'Connell

Romero

Torlakson

Bowen

Dunn

Kuehl

Ortiz

Scott

NOES

****

Ackerman

Juhnson

Monteith

Johannessen

Vasconcel los

Battin

Knight

Morrow

Brul te

Margett

oller

ABSENT, ABSTAINING, OR NOT VOTING
**

Murray

Vincent

****

Peace

age 1

Burton

Escutia

Machado

Perata

Sher

Haynes

McClintock
Poochigian

2161-999 (089)

SERVICE INC

Soto
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LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.      (530)  666-1917

A
-1

03
2

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENC
EMROLLED

BALL REPORY
A-1032

CORFDXITAL

HEALTH SERVICES L16L-999 (08G)

alteo Bas

WOne

Copen orde e unowas

Manned Parenthood Affarten of Cafemir

Q Atea scorens POCO NUMNE CArinas

Roprocuetive Pivecy Art

SUNNARY
So 1301 Rtrpopes lo repesi the Therepsuic Abtrtion Act and anact the flaproluotus Privacy Adf.
The Raprotuctivs Frivecy Agt wautd protide, among othes snes, hat every int dual posseses a
endomenet nort af povasy wih respet10 reprotee decisions, sdusce the fodamenta rigt io
fones or refuse birth corrot and to cheote to bear e child of oblein on aporien.. The bill weud
prenb she stae from denyirg or irerenn with a woror', hindenesi right te oticoss abortion
pnor to the vebiy ef tre istus op whes necassary to pxotect her lte or healin. S0 1301 wond dard
hat not, hysicien hessith care providers mey legely assist with surgical abortions andor perform, ot
assist in perfoming, non-purgical abortions

PURPOSE QE INE RE-S
50 1601 speks to derfy esting law by specifically establthing in statuts the righl to reproductiva
privicy:

REGOMMENDATON AAD SUPBOSTING ARGUMENTS
SIGM. Faderal and site court holdings have invalidated moet suctions of the Therepeutic Abortion
Act oe currently found in Health and Sarety Code Sections 123400 et seg. Recesting the statuto to
clarity ine roht to reproductive privacy in Califomie leto erder lo ensire conthued aocaes to aborilon
sa a reproductive hoalsh sarvice

TAON TO AY

Newicruesen Fao

R cita Mandele

ST bed

C/velo

07 Duer to

ananana.

E) Govemore Appointient

D Urgene: Cauts

Bicen
70ele

Cl arrer w.

O tagsetive App: intmort
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Needed B respot 88 Number S8 1301

Author Muel

The tam reputating tempautie abortion i Calluma s a me of status stale and federal
decisions tsa and state Adorey Ganer aprons spanng over tes decades

Coloress Therapeute iportion Ac"Ad) found in Heath and Satmy * Section
12300 0.300 was enaded in 1967

Dung the past decads, soveral stas end feei can holding have inveldsten varous
sections of de Theracate Abortion Act Peonie Parkedate (1972) 8 Carld 320, found

Healt and Safety Codes Sectiona 123405(b 124305(c), 123407 per a 123410. and

12316 to be ivai fose ya (1973) 410 U.S. 113, inpicity invalicated longuags +7
Meaty and Salary Code Section 123410 which states that "under no ercumslances sheli
iermination (of a pregnancy) be approved aler ine 20% wesk:" Aren y Akron Loner for
Bemonadive hearD (7003), 462 US . 416. shectivaly invalidated Haalt & Safety Code
Section 123405/al rican Academy of Pederice yano (1997) 16 Cit. 4" 307
which invalidated Houth Safety Code Section 123450 regerding parental consent for
minore seeing abortion services 1

Neath and Salary Code Section 123410 is the only remaining reguremen of the ongina!

Therapsus Abortion Act that has not been invalideted by any court. . This section provides

it only teensed physicians and surgeone in Calfomia may provide abortens ISon Cal.
Aroray General Opinion 80-926. Juns 1991.| Non-compliance is deared to ba
unprotessional conduct. Therefore, norphysiciana ino participete in ths provision of
abortions services, including nurses who dispanse medicalions used in abortion

procedures and nurse precioners and physician assistanie who assist with abortion
procadures are a risk for disciplinary action for unprofessional conduct under cument law

S8 1301 would repeal Maath and Safery Code Sections 123400, which coneins the litte
Therapeutic Abortion Act, and Sectons 123405 128407,
above

123410, 123415 se discussed
SE 130% would also repaal Section 123430 that requires the Department of Heath

Services to estatlish and maintain a system for reporting therapeutic abortions. (The latter
Seation is not in fores in Cofifornia, It is still unciear at this ime whether the requirement in
Section 123430 was enjoined by a trial court or simply never enforoed.):

381301 would leave in place several provisions pertaining lo aborton as found in the
following Heath and Safely Code Sections
-Section 123420 prohibitng employers from requiring employees lo participate i the
abortion procedure:
-Section 123425 prohibiting coerced subinisaion to abortion,
-Section 123435 mauiring treatment of an Siniant bor alive during the course of abortion
-Bacion 123440 pranibling use of any aborted preduce of menan concection piter than
fetai remine for sorcrafe resmaron,
Section 123/45 resurine proper cispossble of feist remains, and

Section 123150 the minor consent law that has been held to be unconstut
dissussion ahove

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE. INC

(530) 666-1917
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Car

S8 1301 would amera Busmers and Profansions Code Section 2253 to

2)

unrevoted ano untumpended icerso under the Busmass and Proles dons Code to

assist in perioming a sagic abortion, and
Aloe s heath care provider, other then a licensed physician, who hold a valid
unrovokes and unsuspended scerse under the Businass and Protessans Code Ir

boner or assist it perforning nonspical abortons.

The proposed amendment to the Busness and Professions Code would effectively

authore non-physican pronders to assist wih abortion procedures in the cinca sere
man cannes in Califonis this is stearly standerd of prectice The amendmenesto

the Busiess and Protessione Code would shield non-physiden provider from potential
discipinary action for unprofessional conduct when they parionn abortion olared
procedures while acting within that scope of practioa. *hase amendments nev the

potential for expanding eccess l0 abortion soreces

381301 would aid Section 123460 to the Heath and Safeby Code to dadare the
fundamental right of prvacy with respect to reproductive deceions end astablish public
potcy to ensure the every indirdust has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth

ontrol This provision would prediuda the ours and criminal justice system from forcing
to use of contraceptive methods or medical or surgical sterilization for women and men.
is not clear whether this provision would also allow inmates to refuse chemical castration a

a condition of parole, or to otherwise prediude the practice of chemical castraton to deter
sex oftendeis pursuart lo Calfornia Penal Code 645. However, this form of punishment is
not considered to be a birth contral method although i may have thal unilended
consequence

There is some concor that Section 123460 would create a stats bosed entitlement to

public benests lor contraceptive, sterilization, and sboriion services. However, that
entitlement currenty exists through the state's public insurance programs. The Madi-Cal
program pays for family planning services including vasectomies, condoms, and medical
and surgical abortions. Furhomore, Committen Defend Bearocutive Bighta y.Mware
29 Catco 252, requires the state MediCal program lo pay for aloon services, in
edition, the stats family Pest program pays for family planning serylons including
emergency contraception, vasectomies, and condonis for ipa-income people if any of
tress benefits ware to be elminated, the state could be exposed to risk of ligation to
compel payment fat thaid services, Becauca orgible beneficiaries are curerity swilded to
family planning sarvices, it is not clear whether the litigation risk wiculd Pignificanty increase
if this provlaion were to be enacted.

Sectien 123450 weuki aleo outablish a woman's funderantel sunt to propse to bear a chr
or to chope end note an obotion at Imiled ry the Heproducts Privacy Alt. The rigne
lo boar a shilet or chuose kbartien cumenty suits in tent Is not car at this sime to wor
so he stater mey be sposed to iligation to cnipel paymen for fertitty benefit e
Jundamental right to crease lo bear a chid is assessiehen. No public healik insanstion
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Evoted At wapon Pape 4 e Rumbe: S8 1001

Repressure Rate More is squade ho me sale i dready deposed lo migat

" 391301 gods severa new defationa in stamme pertaring to abortion am intratione

11 Deinos abution ai a medical treament Tie was impled by Boe Wade a 410 4 5
¡13. 165 mich sated, " he deason foi the Cor vindicates the rig of his physan
¡o sominisier medical treatment *

2) Defines pregnancy do "the human reprodutive process beging with tha
implantation ot an embryo

3, Dennes nonsuracas abortion" as that winch idludes lermination of pregnancy throug
its usu of pharaological agents Tra method of abortion was not special y
cortemptated by Bore Wade However ta medica scienca was nol m gridence

when the case was heard.

4) Defines vadity in terms of the reasonabls elitood of fatal survival outside the uterus

Win extraordinary medical measuras of delennined by the good faith medical
doment of a physician besed on the partiadar facts of the cara beiore that physician

This is in keeping with a ling of case law following Roe v. Wade See Goaliy
Eranklo (1979) 439 U $ 379 In Cotautti, , the Court reafirmed its holding in Planned
Parenthood of Centrai Missoun y. Danorto (1976) 428 U.S. 52, E4 That the
"determination of whether a particutar fetus is viable is and must be, a mater for the
judgment at the responsible attending physician." The Cour in Galmal held "Viabilly
is reached when, in the jagment of the attending physician on the particular facts of the
case before nim, there is a reasonable likelihood of the fatue' sustained survival outside
the womb, with or without artifice: support. " 439 U.S. et 380.

The reference to "extraordinary medical measures" in S$ 1301 is vague and nol defined
in the proposed statute. It would appear from the language of this provision that it is the
euthor's intent for the valuation of extraordinary medicat measures to be based upon its
good faith judgment of physician. Furthermore, lack of referenos to the woman's
ettering physician would indicate that a physician not direcily involved in the womar's
case may make the determination of viabilly. This appeare to be a subtle extension of
the holding in Catsulli The practicel application would be that a physician would be
able to maka e determination of viablity based on information provided by a mid tovai
practitioner or another physician actualy performing the abortion.

5) Defines when an abortion is unsuthed SR 1301 stalac that an abortion i
uncutorized f perforced by a persor who is not a heath core provider authorized
under the Busness and Profeumons Code rupon the pond folth judgmant of the
physician it car ne establined hat the futle was late an trut the proshancy posed
no rish to We on naslh of the prognart woman Thie provision would essentially insulete
physicars from disciplary action for at oneousty performing stortions sher wabilly

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE. INC

(530) 666-1917
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ender Ba et Amber Sel01
RUTMA KENNE

S6 1301 roud alim a woman's açht to acoss of oxam an eboron ever efer vatulity
establisres when tre abortion io necessary to protect the Me or heal of the woman
electrey ta rout honda the paromano of lato-form abortion & to woman, in
censulator with her physician, determinas bal continung the pregnency mont pose a rs
to her We i Meant However, the language "to pratee" hes even more significant
impicatona This language word provide somewhat broader envacy rights then si
arcadated in Roey. Wado The Cour in See perilled abortion after visbility lo 'preserve"
the lie or heath of the pesgaani women. 40US. 133, 163164. Y language has noon
todoser by the couns Dice in Satutt i howevor, incicates that the deterination ot
whether of nor to ear a fetus should be mado in fight of all attendent circumstancas

incudina the paythologicat and emotional, ss well as physical well-bang of the woman
439US a1384 This would imply that the determination may be based on more than an
antiapated medical outcome

The phrase i protest" suggests that the heath care provider ke a more pro-active m
regering the physical and psycho-social health of a woman during pregnancy while the
language "o preserve" implies that aborion after viablity may only be considered when it is
a matier of ile of death for the mother or her health is substentally imporied. SB 1307
woud alone physician, in consuftation with his or her patent, to determine whether
pregnancy puts a woman at nek even though she ls physically healthy when other extrinsic

arcumstances exist, such as a history of intimate parmer domestic violence. Therefore, the
language esteblishes the a ream of privacy leaving the dedision whether of not lo abor
between a woman and her physicien, somewhat broadening the right to abortion by
allowing the woman and her physician lo consider physical as wall as the paychosocia
consequences oé prognancy in the decision to abort al any siege of the pregnancy

As a whols, the provisions of 5B 1301 do not appear to rasch too far beyond the ssaential

hoiding in Roey. Wade. The Roe Cour held that the state has no legitimate interest in
imwing abortion prior 10 viability of the fetus. The Court would lesve it to the states to

proscribe abonion afer viabilty except when it is necessary to preserve the life or health of
the mother 410 U.S. 113, 163, In cases subsequeni to Rosy. Wade. the courts have
applied a balancing test to detarmine the state's Interest in proscribing abortion ageinsi the
women's right to abortion: is likely that a court would schold the piate's right to expand
the right to reproductive privacy.

LECISLATIVE HISTORY
The Therepeutic Abenion Act became effective in 1967. Alhough there have been misny
registetive attompts to eroile the right to choose in reproductive matters 1 see 2001-02 Legislalive
Session AÇA 5 (Wyron). AB 2537 (CaSter), 88 251(Hayoem), SB 1291 (Haynes), AE 2248 (Es
Suall there here baen no ottempte in the lastian yars to goacifcaliy clatfy the rght t0
reproductive privacy in cutlute On October 14, 2001, Covinor Devis signed into law 3B:700
(Ort), Chaser 990, Statums of 2001, Ma Cetfore Freedim of Acores to Gunic and Charsh
Entrencos Act/ReproguciNa Mights Lov Chlorcement Act, to pretz provider and petents oganst

However, 88760 did not clarity tha right tu neproductive privety

A-1036 PE -27
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Caroled OS Rupon Pope f 8e Nuncer 58 %01

author K001

PROFPAR CKGROUND
The Office of Worse's Heath (OMM), Callomis Department of Heath Services, provides paltcy
recommendations at reesaron on womer's hasin issues The mission of OvAt s to improve the

neath and well-pong of callona women and gins. The heath and wetbeing oi mumen of
reproductve so is preserved o privecy in all maters rosated to reproducive tseth care is
mantained Fumemore, OWH supports efforts to improve access to reproduciive healtr
gerous.

OTHER STATES INFREMATION
According to deta from the Alan Gutmeone, insitute. nineteen states pay for ebortions for poc

voron Tress me Maska dazona Calforea Comanicul, Hawai indiana, Mintie tieho
Messachusets. Marylend, Minnesoto, Montana, New Jersey, New Maxico. New York. Oregon
Vermon, Washington and West Vighia Approximately 31 states anforce parental consent o:
parental notification laws All stotes, except Caitoris and Maste requirs reporting of abortion
No other stares have enacted reproducive privacy lans that ere as broad as S8 1301

BOCAL IMFACT
SB 1301 is not expected lo caredy impact any programs adnunistered by the Depertmen
The oxact fiscal impact to the state budger with regerd to payment for abortion is unknown but ia

expecter to dimminal Codifyig the abilly of non-physician practitioners to perform non-surgica
abortions, msy icrease statewide access to these services which could resul in torsased costs

to the MediCal program Currently the state-only MediCal program pays for abortion. Based on
the 2000 data analysis, the estimated number of Medt-Cal funded inducad abortions actually
deomased in the previous in years, and payments for Mad-Cal funded induced abortions since
1990 were reduced by 80 percent lis uncleat which variables account for the decrease in

payment and numbers of aborions performed. There is no credible evidence 10 suggest thai the
incidenco of induced abortion will increase # S8 :301 is enacted. There is no data on the total
number of induced aborions performed in Califomie

Establishing the right to chose or refuse birth control may require that the state and courties to
reimbura for al FDA epproved contracaptive services, modical and suratcal abortions, infertility
treatments, and medicel and surgical sterilization. Under currant lat, no public haalth theurance
program currently covers infertility trealment. This bill could require, through court ection, the
state andlor state contractors, to cover panaive infertlity treatments including artficial
inseminatión and in vitro fontlication for low-ficome wamen in addition, Should the state choes
notto cover specific contracepüve sterlization services currently covered under the Merit-Cal or
Famly PACT programs, this bill could leed to court action reguiring tho state to resume payment
for these services. The exact fiscal ramifications are difficutt to determine at this time.

EODNONIGIMEART
The state endler local egatomic impact of SB 1301e difficult is misdore or this tas Deceuee te
not possible to accurassy detentine the potentiot incense in denient for reproductive hesit

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE. INC
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CE Nor 35 :301

Author

LEGAL SPACT
S0 $301 would have signäcand ingel impact in mar i wond define the parameters under simin

aartico may be denormon in Calfonia in addition, as discussed above. SB i it woul
sortines exiend me provision at Doey. Wade and the subsequent Ma of cot:
these cases have consistendy upheld de states aght to regulate abortion.

SUPPORT OPPOSITION
Support Sporsor Planned Parenthood Atates of Codoria PRAC; fAlso see attached is! of

supporters as suppied by the author softel

A messe of prometoco groupe in Calloms have formed the Caltomin Costitan for
Reproduct, fresdom (Castlion"). The Coallion has come out publiciy in suppor of
So 1301 The groupe who are members of the Coalition include ppac. the ACLU
CARAL, the Arrancan Cottage of Obstetricians and dynecologists, the Amencan
Assocation of Universiy Women» Califonia, the Catifomia Medical Associetior,
Caitoria Women Lawyore, Califoma NOW. the Calfonia Nurses Apsocation.
Hadassah, te League of Woren Voters of Callomla, and the Califomia Commasion
on he Status of Women, the American Academy of Pediates, and the Cattomia
Family Heath Counel, ine. Enactment of the Reproductive Pruscy Al would have
wide suppon from a variety of women's organizations, legal advocates, human righte
organzations, and health care providers.

Coposition Calfornia Catholt: Conference: Califomla Prolifo Counci: Catfomia Right 10 Life
Committee Campaign for Califomia Familes: Committee on Moral Concem

ARGUMENTS

PRO: Proponents argue that SB 1301 would affiratvely establish the fundemental righi to
reproductive privacy in Cattoria statute and would conform with the tenets of Boe y. Wade that
prohibita state interference with a woman's right to obtain an abortion "prior to the viabilty of the
lotus, or when the abortion is necessary to preserve the tile or health of the woman,"

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917

CON: According to the opponents. this bill prematurely anticipates a reversal of the Supreme Court
decision set. Wade. The Commites on Moral Concema (CMC) opposes the bii fot se reral
reasons. Pist, It asserts tal the bia dectoration of an cheuel& fond mental nigim of privacy
conics wat e right to shortion, which Jades the privacy of the aborted isto Second, ine CMC
dispinaw the bill s detotion or erscancy pite human repoducts process, boginning stor the
mclantation of ambrya") a policy convadit, but carounded it seamine releaMera OMe

Tunner tales that dip alto naunnect restrions pa ponton cha viest 1542 the memost, sinc
hey empey enty where a physician delinanes at ontinum the propsiandy would some no hek th

the dra Orrentfi of the pregnent woman.
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F000 80 Tr 89 1301

Aho Kual

VITER

Antony Abo
or Connidea

mcly boath Commits
Assomaly Judiciary Cannitae
Senets oc

cary Commutse

8/77/03
8/18/02
S/35402
6/1.1002

6/90/02
40002

17 me

47-26

13-6

27-12
4-2
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MANE TARF CONTACT

15-7310

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICEANC,
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mbers of the California Senat

Iam reluming SB 1301 without my signedure

S01301 madn Abortion Act and enact the Re
say Ad. Th y Act would provide t

avery ind sidual

d wi
to che

apect to reproductive deciaion!
180 birth con trol, and to choose to
d prohibit the e date from denying
o choo "portion prior to the

ry to puse her life or health.

The ng ·10d
to int of

of the

avo
I01

xon

Sincerely,

GRAY DAVIS

LECISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE-ING.

(530) 666-1917
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ANENCHUNT GATE
RECONAUTHO

3a NUMBER: 58 1301
ATTNOR: MunchiCale to deal end Momen

Boris AgEN

ASSSNELY: A
22/2

ON&MABARY

Reproduce Prue hot Treact would paste, among aber things, dat (1) eury indical pooresses d
fundamental it de insa mit respect to reproductive decisions, and (2) the state chal not derry 28
fatactera with a wordans righ to chicase on abanton prior to viabity of the lotus, do dotinad in the ACt 5
ohan nacemeary to protest her We or hesith, as detred. Trist would aro apacity the drousnetardes
under amich the cartormence of an ebortion e deemed unsathonzed The bill awo word permit an

spproprataly formed person who is not a physician to assist in as abortion

ARCAL AMBARY

The bil woult not have any ascal impact to me DHS because & does not mault in any addisone workload or
00825.

COMMENTO

Tho bil does not mocee any costs or additions workbad on te 0f15. However, the bil prosece
important hesith poley less and the Caperment of Financs thorators delara recommendavon io the
Cellord Meath and Human Servote Agency

Fless impact by Fiscel Year
(Dotare in Thousands)Code Dopeninesi

Agene, or Rovenue
Tres

PROF

98

No
2002-2003 FC 2003-200% FC

Nonor Flacal Supaci

Fund

2004-2003 Code
0001

(530) 666-1917

Censorean bi
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8/14/2002 Page 1

| SENATE RULES COMMITTEE

¡Office of Senate Floor Analyses

¡1020 N Street. Suite 524
1(916) 445-6614 Fax: (916)

1327-4478

SB 1301|

THIRD READING

Bill No: SB 1301
Author: Kuehl (D)s et al

Amended: 4/8/02
Vote: 21

SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE: 4-2, 4/9/02
AYES: Escutia, Kuehl, 0' Connell, Sher

NOES: Ackerman, Haynes

SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE: Senate Rule 28.8

SUBJECT :

BOUNCE I
Ine.

Reproductive Privacy Act

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California,

LECISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE INC

(530) 666-1017

2IO31 This bill would delete various statutory
provisions regarding abortion and would enact in their

place the Reproductive Privacy Act. The act would provide.
among other things, that (1) every individual posseases a
fundamental right of privacy with respect to reproductive
decisiona: and (2) the stace shall not deny or interfere

with a woman · right to choose an abortion prior to

vlebility of the Letus, as defined in the ect,

- 22 18 0 Existing statutory law, the Therapeutic
Abortion Act, authorizes a holder of a physiclan's and

A-1043 PE - 34
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SB 1301 
Page 

phvsical or of the mother, and/or (2) the 
pregnancy teO,;; 
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8/16/2002 Page

and ic) the state shall not deny or interfere with a

woman's fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to

choose and obtain an abortion, except as specifically

permitted by this article."

Existing statutory law provides that the conmittee of

medical staff referred to in Health and Safety Code Section
123405 must, in all instances, consist of not less than two

licensed physicians and surgeons, and if the proposed

SB 1301
Page

termination of pregnancy will occur after the 13th week of

pregnancy, the committee must consist of at least three

such licensed physicians and surgeons.

Existing law further provides that in no event shall

termination of a pregnancy be approved after the 20th week

of pregnancy.

Existing case law has invalidated this section's

requirement that an abortion must be approved by a medical
committee. People v. Barksdale, supra, 8 Cal. 3d. at 328.
Questions remain as to its validity regarding prohibition

on abortions after the 20th week of pregnancy. 65 Ops.

Atty. Gen. 261/ Feminist Women's Health Center v.

Philobosian (1984) 157 Cal. App. 3d 1076, 1084 n.3,

This bill would repeal Health and Safety Code Section
123410, and instead would provide that "the state may not

deny or intertere with a woman's right to choose or obtain

an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, or when che
abortion is necessary to preserve the life or health of the
woman.

This bill further would provide that the perfornence of an
abortion ls unauthorized if alcher of the tollowing ta
truet

1. The person performing or esoleting in the abortion 1a
not a health care provider suthorized to perforn or

PECISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE ING

530) 666-1917
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/14/2002 Page

assist in an abortion pursuant to Section 2253 of the

Business and Professions Code.

2. The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and in the

good faith medical judgment of the physician, the fetus

was viable and continuation of the pregnancy posed no

risk to the life or health of the pregnant woman.

This bill would define various terms, including (1)

pregnancy, defined as *the hunan reproductive process,
beginning with the implantation of an embryo, " and 12)

viability, defined as *the point in a pregnancy when, in
the good faith medical judgment of a physician, on the

particular facts of the case before that physician, there
Is a resconable likelihood of the fetus's sustained

SB 1301
Page

GISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC

(530) 666-1917

survival outside the uterus without the application of

extraordinary medical measures."

Existing law provides that the Department of Health

Services shall establish a system for the reporting of

abortions to determine their demographic effects, and to

assess legal and medical standards pertaining to abortion

practices, and shall report its findings to the Legislature
every two years.

This bill would delete this provision.

Existing law provides that the performing, procuring,
alding, or offering to procure an illegal abortion
constitutes unprofessional conduct, unless done in

compliance with the Therapeutic Abortion Act.

Exleting law further provides that a pereon le subject co

ertainal penaltles for the unlicensed practice of medicine
Af he or she pertorns or sealeta at · urgical abortion and
lose not have a valid payatelen · and ousycon a 1lcanes, or

· corcificate obtained under not! suchorising hia or
her to perform or asalat at a suruical abortion.
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8/24/2002 Page 5

This bill would delete tue reference to the Therapeutic

Abortion Act, and instead would provide that failure to
comply with the Reproductive Privacy Act in performing,

procuzing, aiding, or offering to procure an illegal
abortion constitutes unprofessional conduct.

This bill further would provide that a person is subject to
criminal penalties (1) if he or she assists at a surgical
abortion and does not have a valid license or certificate

obtained under a law authorizing him or her to perform the

functions necessary to assist at a surgical abortion; or

(2) if he or she performs or assists at a nonsurgical
abortion without a valid license to practice as a physician

for surgeon, or a valid license or certificate obtained
under another law authorizing him or her to perform or
assist in the functions necessary for a nonsurgical

abortion.

This bill further would provide that for the purposes of

this section, 'nonsurgical abortion includes termination of

SB 1301

Page
INTENT

SERVICE INC

(530) 666-1917

5

pregnancy through the use of pharmacologic agents."

FISCAL EETECT :
Local: Yes

Appropriation: No Fiscal Com.: Yes

(Verified 5/7/02)

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California, Inc. (sourca)

Civil righta organizationa; American Civil Liberties Union

(ACLU): People for the American Way
Health care organizationa: American Academy of Pediatrica:

American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologista,
District IX: California Faally Health Counell/ California
Medical Association; California Nureen AncoctatIon:
6a11fornia Momen' and Children/ Health Coalitiont

Vacuzty of UCST/SPOH Nurse Ktaultery Progran
Nurse-Midwives of San Prancisco/ P1 arenthood
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8/14/2002 Page 7

California Right to Life Committee
Campaign for California Families

Committee on Moral Concerns

San Mateo Pro Lite

190M TE IN SUPPORT: According to the author, many of

the California statutes governing abortion have been

rendered obsolete by federal and state Supreme Court

decisions, but remain on the books because they have never

been repealed or modified in accordance with case law. The

end result is a cryptic, often inconsistent abortion code

that is laden with constitutional problems.·

These outdated statutes also single out abortions for

unnecessary regulation that doesn't ipply to more complex
procedures, and fail to address and accommodate advances in
medical practice, such as early abortion methods like

mifepristone (RU-486).

This bill would delete provisions found unconstitutional in

state or federal courts, would eliminate barriers to the

use of early, nonsurgical abortion methods, and would
affirmatively protect the right to a safe and legal

abortion in California. The author concludes, *we have an
anti-choice President, an anti-choice Congress, and a

Supreme Court that's one vote away from overturning Roe v.
Wade. Now is the time to protect our right to choose -

right here in California. S 1301 would keep abortion safe

and legal in California even if the Supreme Court overturns

Roe :

LOURETTE IN OPPORTCION I Opponenta concede that the bill
would bring California abortion law into conformance wich

LECISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE INC

(530) 666-1917

SB 1301

Page
7

10o. V. Wade but assert that the bill prematurely*

anticipates a reversal of that supreme Court declaion,
Further, appenente nota that raill ed never

ratified by Congress. Netther should our orato legalatora

circumvent the will of the people.?
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0/14/2002 page

The Committee on Horal Concerns (CHC) opposes the bill for
several reasons. First, it asserts that the bill's

declaracion of an individual's fundamental right of privacy
conflicts with a right to abortion, which invades the

privacy of the aborted fetus. Second, the CMC disputes the
bill's definition of pregnancy i "the human reproductive
process, beginning with the implantation of an embryo") as
·politically convenient, but ungrounded in scientific
reality.

The CMC further argues that the bill a apparent
restrictions on abortion of a viable fetus are meaningless,

since they apply only where a physician determines that
continuing the pregrancy would pose are risk to the life or
health of the pregnant woman. * The CHC asserts, since
theze is no such thing as an absolutely risk-tree

childbirth, there is no such thing as an illegal abortion,
as long as the abortionist is licensed.·

RJG: s1 5/7/02 Senate Floor Analyses

SUPPORT/OPPOSITION: SEE ABOVE

····

E INTENT SERVICE, ING

(5307 666-1917

50 PE -41

1709



PE - 42

SB 1301 (l(.uaL) 
REPRODue'I'WE PRIVACY /cr. 
v ....... : 4lli02 Last Amcmded 

581301 

VJce.Cbalr: Tom Harman 
TUor"-lncnl•e: No Yotr. Majority 

Oppose Rcalal statutory law. m. keePID& and state supreme court 
top!OVido .• f.hat tbe -,·stWinot interfere with a riJht 

to atiodioa. wbic:b includes dillltins the pamm8l role in child upbrin3ing. 

to obtain an •hortion, excepc as specifJCally 
limited .br lhis an:H:Ie; Aliff' (3) "the stale shall 
not deny or intafen: with • woman's 
fmtdemental to choose 10 bear • child or to 
ehoose-.d an abortion, eleept as 
specific81.1y.pemuued by lhis article." 

2. Health and 
... ,in its placc,lhat "the 

$1111.may · · ·· orinterrae with • W01118D's 
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Assembly Hepublic in Bill Analysis
7. Provides that a person is subject to criminal

penaities I) if he or she assists at a surgical
abortion and does not have a valid license or
certificate obtained under a law authorizing him

or her to perform the functions necessary to
assist at a surgical abortion; or 2) if he or she
performs or assists at a nonsurgical abortion
without a valid license to practice as a physician
or surgeon, or a valid license or certificate
obrained under another law authorizing him or
her to perform or assist in the functions

necessary for a nonsurgical abortion.
8. Provides that for the purposes of this section,

"nonsurgical abortion includes termination of
pregnancy through the use of pharmacologic
agents." (I.e. authorizes non-physiciens te
perform son-surgical abortions - a nurse
could prescribe RU-486).

American Academy of Pediatrics, CA District; American
Association of University Women, California; American
Association of University Women, San Jose Branch;

American Association of University Women, Santa Cruz
Branch; American Civil Liberties Union; American

College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, District IX;
American Medical Women's Association; Board of

Supervisors, County of Santa Cruz, California Abortion
& Reproductive Rights Action League, California
Church Impact; California Commission on the Status of
Women; California Family Health Council; California
Medical Association; California National Organization
for Wornen; California Nurses Association; California

Pro-Choice Republicans; California Women Lawyers;
Califomnia Women's Law Center; California Women's

and Children's Health Coalition: Democratic Women of
Santa Barbara County: Democratic Women's Club,

Pebble Beach; Hadassah; Lambda Letters Project:
League of Women Voters of California: Medical
Students for Choice, University of Souther Califomia
Chapter: National Abortion Federation (NAF): National
Council of Jewish Women; National Health Law
Program: National Latina Alliance: National
Organization for Women, Monterey Peninsula Chapter;
National Women's Political Caucus of California: Older
Women's League, People for the American Way;
Planned Parenthood Affilistes of California: Planned
Parenthood Golden Gate; Planned Parenthood Los
Angeles; Planned Parenthood Mar Monte; Planned
Parenthood of Pasadena: Planned Parenthood of San
Diego and Riverside Counties; Planned Parenthood of
Santa Barbara, Ventura and Planned Parenthood Orange
and San Bermardino Counties; Planned Parenthood:
Shasta-Diablo: Reproductive Righta Colition of
Monterey County, Reproductive Rights Network of

Women Lawyers Associason of Los Angeales; Women's

SB 1301 (Kuehi)
Programs. Monterey Peninsula College, and Workmen's
Circle/Arbeter Ring (Southern California Disinct).

California Catholic Conference: California Prolife
Council; Committee on Moral Concerns: Capitol
Resource Institute: Campaign for California
Families; and California Right to Life Committee.

The author and proponents, concerned that Roe v.
Wade (1973) could be modified or overturned, view
this bill as: (1) Protecting Californians'
fundamental right to choose a safe and legal
abortion; (2) Providing greater access to early
abortion methods, such as use of mifepristone or
also referred to as RU-486, by eliminating barriers
that curently impede the ability of licensed health
care professionals to treat patients in the area of
reproductive health; (3) Deleting language in
current state law that has generally been found to br
unconstitutiemal in state and federal courts; and (4)
Treating abortion like other comparable medical

procedures, and allowing healthcare providers,
acting within their particular scopes of practice, to
perform or assist in the performance of surgical and
non-surgical abortions.

1. By stating that as public policy that every
individual" has a fundamental right. "to choose
to bear a child or to choose and to obtain an
abortion," this bill would further diminish the
role of parents in the upbringing of their minor
children.

2. Two key points asserted by the California
Catholic Conference in opposition to this bill

include: (I) "With this new statutory
designation, you, and all members of the
Legislature, could possibly preclude any local
control reflective of community mores. For

example, with this law a local hospital district
would have no choice but to offer abortions at

their community facilities, and local school
districts could not refrain from offering abortion
and contraceptive services at their schools, with
or without a parent's permission. This law may
even possibly repeal, by implication, the only
two remaining pieces of the current law. * (2)
The Catholic Church consistently oppose:
abortion. Although we understand that
abortion on-demand is legal and practiced in
Californis, we are directing our efforts towad
advocating common sense restrictions on

ition practices that would miti sate its ill
pen. chil ciety an a

Unfor

ticuon tha

I of oversight

bold be proctuded by

Thind Rui
112

ding
Item 174

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE INC

(530) 666-1917
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Assembly Repubic 1 BIll Analysis
the provisions of this act. Under the law, there
would be the possibility that someone other than
a physician could perform a ho-aurgical
abortion. There would be no ability to limit
abortion when a fetus is definitely viable, even
in the ninth month! With this new law, what is
moral when it comes to destroying life is to be
decided solely by cach individual."

3. The Campaign for California Families (CCF)
strongly opposes the bill asserting that it
"celebrates the killing of pre-born children as a
"fundamental right." Abortion ends a pregnancy
by destroying and removing the developing
child." CCF further reports that
"Approximately 93% of all induced abortions
are done for elective, non-medical reasons such

as these. Destroying innocent human life for
convenience is wrong and should not be seen as
a celebration of "privacy' or anything else."

4. Capitol Resource Institute contends that "while
men and women certainly have not only a right
but a responsibility to exercise prudent birth
control measures, babies have the "fundamental

right to expect that once concerved they have
the right to expect that their mothers will give
them a chance to protect them and allow them to
live.·

5. The California Right to Life views this bill as
resulting "in effectively installing a state version
of the federal Roe ys. Wade Supreme Court
decision with major expension provisions."

6. The California Pro-Life Council expresses grave
concer with "the repeal of the requirement that
only physicians may do abortions. Clear

language to assure that only physicians and
surgeons are authorized to do abortions in
California is a minimum the women of
California should expect.* The authorization of
the use of RU-486 could lead to deaths and

serious injuries depending upon how it is
administered.

7. The Committee on Moral Concerns

(Committee) holds that the apparent restrictions
in the bill pertaining to abortion of a viable fetus
are meaningless as they apply only where a
physician determines that continuing the
pregnancy would pose "no risk to the life or
health of the pregnant women." The Committee
concludes that "since there is no such thing as
an absolusely risk-free childbirth, there is no
such thing as an illegal abortion, us long as the
abortionist is licensed."

As Adopted in Assas
Cornerittee Au ··· 7, 2902,

NO STATE COSTS

Policy Con t: Mark Redmond 8/9/02
t: Seren Taylor 1/24/02

SB 1301 (Kuehl)

EXISTING LAW.
The Therapeutic Abortion Act provides in part
that a requirement that an abortion may only be
performed by the holder of a physician's and
surgeon's certificate under specified conditions
[Health and Safety Code Section 123400 el

2.
seq.J.
The Therapeutic Abortion Act (Act) further
provides in part that that prior approval be
obtained for each abortion by a committee of
medical staff, with specified membership, who
must determine either that continuation of the
pregnancy would impair the physical or mental
health of the mother, or that the pregnancy
resulted from rape or incest (Health and Safety
Code Section 123400 el seq). The Califomnia
Supreme Court invalidated part of the Act that
required that an abortion must be approved by a
medical committee in People v. Barksaale
(1972) 8 Cal.3d 320

3. The Therapeutic Abortion Act provides that in
no event shall termination of a pregnancy be

approved after the 20· week of pregnancy
(Health and Safety Code Section 123410].

4. The procuring or aiding, abetting. attempting.
agrecing, or offering to procure an unauthorized
abortion constitutes unprofessional conduct of a

licensee under the Medical Practices Act absent
compliance with the Therapeutic Abortion Act
(Business and Professions Code Section 2253].

5. A person is criminally liable, and subject to
possible imprisonment, if he or she performs or
assists in performing a surgical abortion if he or
she does not have a valid, unrevoked, and

unsuspended license to practice as a physician
and surgeon, or other certificate that authorizes
him or her to perform or assist in performing a
surgical abortion (Business and Professions
Code Section 2253(b)|.

6.The United States Supreme Court in Roe v.

Wade (1973) 410 U.S. at 153 held that a right of
personal privacy exists under the federal
Constitution, and that such right *is broad
enough to encompass a woman's decision
whether or not to terminate her pregnancy"

7. The California Supreme Court declared that an
explicit right to privacy added to the Califomin
Constitution (in Article I) in 1972 provided sure
protection to procreative choice that is at least
as broad" as the federal protection set forth in
Roe v. Wade.

8. The California Supreme Court, headed in 1197
by Chief Justice Ron George, invalidated a
statute requiring a minor to obtain parental
consent before ottsining an abortion in
American Acadamy of Pediatric v. Lungren
(1997) 16 Cal. 4* 307.314

(530) 666-1917

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE INC

Senate Third
···· 113 · 174

A-1053 PE - 44

1712



Press Release 

Press Release 

L02:095 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
09/05/2002 

Page 1 of2 

click here to return to the previous 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

GOVERNOR DAVIS PROTECTS A WOMAN'S RIGHT 
TO CHOOSE 09/05/2002 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Governor Gray Davis today signed four bills at City Hall Plaza today that protect a woman's right to choose, increase the 
awareness of emergency contraceptives, provide primary health care for women, and protect patient privacy. 

"America's freedom includes the freedom to choose," Gov. Davis said. "Over the last four years, no state in America has 
more vigorously defended the freedom to choose than California." 

Gov. Davis signed into law: SB 1301, by Senate Member Sheila Kuehl (D- Santa Monica); AB 1860, by 
Assemblymember Carole Migden (D (San Francisco); AB 2194, by Assemblymember Hannah-Beth Jackson (D- Santa 
Barbara) and AB 797, by Assemblymember Kevin Shelley (D- San Francisco). 

SB 1301 (Kuehl), "The Reproductive Privacy Act," will ensure that California women will continue to have the right to an 
abortion, regardless of whether the U.S. Supreme Court continues to uphold Roe v. Wade. Additionally, this bill will allow 
women to easily obtain access to early non-surgical abortion methods (such as RU-486) by expanding the type of 
providers that may offer these services. 

AB 1860 (Migden) requires medical professionals treating female sexual assault victims to provide emergency 
contraception (EC) upon request as part of their sexual assault medical examination. 

More than 32,000 women in the U.S. become pregnant as a result of sexual assault each year; about half result in 
abortions. Unfortunately, most victims of sexual assault do not realize that emergency contraception is an option. With 
more information available about emergency contraception provided to victims during their medical exam, the number of 
abortions is expected to decline. 

AB 2194 (Jackson) requires all medical residency programs in obstetrics and gynecology to comply with Accreditation 
Council for Graduate Medical Education (ACGME). The requirements emphasize a competency in primary health care for 
women, including training in the performance of abortion services. This bill reinforces the state's support for these 
program requirements. 

AB 797 (Shelley) seeks to protect workers and patients against harassment and anti-choice Web sites, which publish the 
personal information of clinic doctors, workers and women seeking abortion services. One such anti-choice site, called the 
"Nuremberg Files," tracks violence towards patients and providers; 14 individuals listed on the site have been injured and 
seven have been murdered. In a recent state survey, 30 percent of providers reported in a recent reported they were 
targets of violence. 

Back to Top of Pall" 

http://www.govemor.ca.gov/state/newgov/govsite/gov _ htmlprint.jsp?BV _ SessioniD=@@. .. 12/2/2003 
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Legislative Overview 

Legal Profession: The following legislation was enacted making improvements in the State Bar 
operations and legal profession: SB 1459 (Romero), SB 1897 (Kuehl), AB 1703 (Steinberg), and AB 
2055 (Robert Pacheco). 

Family Law: In the area of family law the following significant legislation was enacted: SB 97 (Kuehl) 
clarifies the law regarding interest charges on unpaid support obligations; SB 174 (Kuehl) provides for a 
genuine confidential mediation for custody and visitation disputes in four large counties; SB 1399 
(Romero) creates a new misdemeanor offense for the willful failure to pay spousal support; SB 1512 
(Scott) makes revisions in the adoption law to streamline procedures; SB 1658 (Soto) allows the defense 
of laches to be used in support cases; SB 1677 (Alpert) and AB 886 (Simitian) strengthens the law 
regarding surrogate parents and responsible adults who make educational decisions for children; SB 
1704 (Ortiz) assures that when allegations of child abuse arise in the family courts that a thorough 
investigation is made; AB 746 (La Suer) pe1mits out-of-state residents to finalize adoption of California 
children within the California court system; AB 2441 (Bates) enacts the Synclair-Cannon Child 
Abduction Prevention Act of 2002; AB 2934 (Wayne) makes changes to the Uniform Family Support 
Act to conform to the National Conference Commission on Uniform Laws recommendations; and AB 
3033 (Assembly Judiciary Committee) specifies that domestic violence issues may be considered in an 
award oftempora1y support. 

Civil Law: Significant civil law legislation enacted includes the following: SB 682 (Perala) and AB 
496 (Koretz) repeals the existing Civil Code provisions granting limited statutory immunity to 
manufacturers and sellers of firearms and ammunition; SB 688 (Burton) provides new procedural 
protections to consumers by extending the statute of limitations in personal injury and wrongful death 
actions and makes procedural changes with regard to motions for summary judgment; SB 800 (Burton) 
specifies the rights and requirements of a homeowner to bring an action for construction defects; SB 994 
(Morrow) extends the sunset date to the law protecting public skateboard parks from liability; SB 1301 
(Kuehl) enacts the Reproductive Privacy Act which prevents the state from denying or interfering with a 
woman's right to choose an abortion; SB 1386 (Peace) and AB 700 (Simitian) seeks to help consumers 
protect their financial security and provides for civil recourse for violations; SB 1403 (Kuehl) makes 
provisions relative to renewal and termination of a hiring of residential real property applicable 
statewide and revises termination of a rental or lease agreement in a landlord-tenant relationship; SB 
1575 (Sher) adds a registered domestic partner to the list of persons exempted from the prohibited 
transferee rule relative to wills and estates, and defines cohabitation; SB 1576 (Bowen) requires tenants 
(current and prospective) be noticed when their dwelling is to be demolished; SB 1878 (Poochigian) 
clarifies what actions constitute a contest for purposes of giving effect to or invalidity to a no contest 
clause in a will, trust, or other estate planning document; SB 1887 (McPherson) provides victims of 
crime with a tort remedy against criminals who commit a serious felony against them and later profit 
from that crime; SB 2032 (Monteith) prohibits any common interest development from limiting or 
prohibiting the display of an American flag, as specified; AB 227 (Dutra) extends the deadlines for 
participating in an amnesty program which provided relief from interest penalties for holders of 
unclaimed property; AB 1758 (Nakano) extends the statute of limitations until 2010 relative to recovery 
by Holocaust survivors or heirs of Holocaust artwork; AB 1928 (Jackson) creates a new civil cause for 
gender violence; AB 2041 (Vargas) broadens the current immunity for the use of an automatic external 
defibrillator; AB 2216 (Keeley) establishes intestate successor rights of domestic partners; AB 2321 
(Hertzberg) clarifies and creates new procedures under which tort claims against judicial branch entities 
are presented; AB 2524 (Goldberg) requires that parties in special civil rights cases notify the Attorney 
General when the matter is on appeal; AB 2862 (Migden) makes various clarification revisions to the 
domestic partnership legislation of2001 (AB 25); AB 2913 (Firebaugh) seeks to enable bracero workers 
or their heirs to bring an action out of claims they didn't receive savings funds due them for wages 
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Legislative Overview 

basis in the schools; AB 2709 (Wyland) requires that instruction in the social sciences include 
instruction on World War II and the American role in that war; AB 2781 (Oropeza) contains statutory 
implementation for education-related State Budget items; AB 2785 (Oropeza) contains statutory 
implementation for education-related State Budget items; AB 2800 (Chan) makes explicit the California 
Children and Families Commission to support school readiness activities; AB 2807 (Firebaugh) extends 
the sunset date for the Local Arts Education Partnership Program; AB 2811 (Migden) makes the Child 
Development Teacher and Supervisor Grant Program permanent and repeals the Child Development 
Teacher Loan Assumption Program; AB 2817 (Maddox) requires that instruction for sex education 
courses must advise pupils of the Safe Arms for Newborn Law; AB 2834 (Migden) seeks to improve 
school audits; AB 2950 (Strom-Martin) extends the sunset date for the University of California 
administered California Subject Matter Project; AB 3005 (Assembly Budget Committee) is an 
education-related trailer bill to the State Budget; AB 3008 (Assembly Budget Committee) is an 
education-related trailer bill to the State Budget; and AB 3045 (Assembly Higher Education Committee) 
conforms state law to federal law relative to the Golden State Scholarshare Grant Act. 

Health and Public Social Services 

One of the major pieces of legislation enacted into law was SB 253 (Ortiz), which enhances stem cell 
research in California for the purpose of developing medical therapies and finding cures for major 
diseases. Another significant piece of legislation enacted into law was SB 1230 (Alpert) which makes 
permanent the temporary ban on human cloning and extends the ban to human reproductive cloning. SB 
1301 (Kuehl), enacted a new Reproductive Privacy Act providing that every individual possesses a 
fundamental right to privacy with respect to reproductive decisions and prohibits the state from 
interfering with a woman's right to choose an abortion prior to viability of the fetus. 

Health Insurance and Coverage: In the area of health insurance coverage the following significant 
legislation was enacted: SB 59 (Escutia) requires a report regarding new uses of federal State 
Children's' Health Insurance Program funding for the provision of health coverage to children in 
vulnerable populations; SB 283 (Speier) expands the role of health plans in providing application 
assistance to Medi-Cal and Healthy Families Program applicants; SB 398 (Chesbro) provides health care 
service plans to meet with the State Department of Managed Health Care prior to filing for bankruptcy; 
SB 686 (Ortiz) revises the way the State Department of Managed Health Care calculates administrative 
assessments on health care service plans; SB 842 (Speier) clarifies the State Department of Managed 
Health Care's authority regarding regulation of which prescription drugs a health care service plan must 
provide if the plan provides coverage; SB 1092 (Sher) establishes the Consumer Participation Program 
with regard to health care service plans; SB 1278 (Speier) enhances the law relative to prescription 
discounts; SB 1411 (Speier) enacts the Maternity Paternity Act prohibiting health care service plans 
from imposing copayments or deductibles for hospital maternity services; SB 1531 (Speier) increases 
medical guarantees for individuals who would otherwise suffer from the loss of reduction in their 
medical coverage; SB 1633 (Soto) requires that Medi-Cal aged and disabled applicants be given a 
statement how they can transfer home ownership for less than fair market value without affecting Medi-
Cal eligibility; SB 1913 (Senate Insurance Committee) requires the State Department oflnsurance and 
the State Depatiment of Managed Health Care to provide for a working group to ensure clarity for health 
care consumers about who enforces their patient's rights; SB 1914 (Senate Insurance Committee) 
provides a framework to guide the Legislature to proceed when state privacy laws are stronger or weaker 
than the privacy requirements of the federal Health Insurance Portability and Accessibility Act; AB 915 
(Frommer) clarifies Medi-Cal reimbursement for hospital outpatient services and adult day health 
services; AB 1282 (Cardoza) seeks to establish an extended geographic accessibility standards for 
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I 

Criminal Justice And Judiciary: Civil Law 

SB 1196 (Romero-D) Sovereign immunity: waiver 

Expressly provides that the State of California consents to be sued in state or federal court for alleged 
violations of the following federal laws and associated regulations: the Fair Labor Standards Act, Title 
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993, and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. 

(Died iu Assembly Appropriatio11s Committee) 

SB 1271 (Ackerman-R) Uniform Transfer on Death Security Registration Act 

Adds cash equivalents to those assets which may be transferred by a registered owner of a security 
account upon his or her death to a designated beneficiary under the Uniform Transfer on Death Security 
Registration Act. Defines "cash equivalent" as an investment that is easily converted into cash, such as 
treasmy bills, treasury notes, and money market funds. Includes, in the definition of a security account 
subject to the act, an investment management or custody account, so that a trust company or the trust 
department of a bank with trust powers may originate beneficiary designations for such accounts under 
the act. 

Chapter 67, Statutes of 2002 

SB 1301 (Kuehl-D) Reproductive Privacy Act 

Deletes various statutory provisions regarding abortion and enacts, m their place, a new state 
Reproductive Privacy Act. 

Chapter 385, Statutes of 2002 

SB 1322 (Ackerman-R) Writs of possession: disposition of judgment property 

Makes techoical changes to the statutes regarding claim, exemption and delivery of property pre- and 
post-judgment. 

Cltapter 68, Statutes of 2002 

SB 1325 (Kuehl-D) Personal jurisdiction: general appearance 

Allows defendants in civil actions to make preliminary challenges to service or personal jurisdiction at 
the same time they answer or demure to a complaint. Conforms to federal law. 

Chapter 69, Statutes of 2002 

SB 1370 (Bowen-D) Servicing of indebtedness: transfer 

Requires that any person transfening the service of indebtedness on specified loans to a different 
servicing agent shall provide to the new agent all existing insurance policy information that the person is 
responsible for maintaining, including, but not limited to, flood and hazard insurance policy information. 

Chapter 70, Statutes of 2002 
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Health And Public Social Services: Abortion 

Abortion 

SB 251 (Haynes-R) Vehicles: "Choose Life" special interest license plates 

Requires the State Department of Motor Vehicles to design and make available for issuance special 
interest license plates that bear a design containing the words "Choose Life" and requires funds collected 
to be expended for certain purposes related to preventing abortion and placing children for adoption. 

(Died in Senate Tmnsportation Committee) 

Similar legislation is SB 1291 (Haynes-R), which died in Senate Transportation Committee. 

SB 1301 (Kuehl-D) Reproductive Privacy Act 

Deletes various statutory provisions regarding abortion and enacts in their place the Reproductive 
Privacy Act. The act provides, among other things, that (1) every individual possesses a fundamental 
right of privacy with respect to reproductive decisions; and (2) the state shall not deny or interfere with a 
woman's right to choose an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, as defined in the act. 

Chapter 385, Statutes of 2002 

SJR 23 (Speier-D) Medi-Cal and family planning services 

Requests the President and the Congress of the United States to enact the Family Planning State 
Empowerment Act of2001. 

(Died in Assembly Health Committee) 

AB 797 (Shelley-D) Public records: confidentiality 

Expands the "Safe at Home" program that protects the addresses of domestic violence and stalking 
victims to reproductive health care services providers and their employees, volunteers, and patients. 
Also extends the sunset date of the "Safe at Home" program, which expires on January 1, 2005, to 
January 1, 2008. 

Chapter 380, Statutes of 2002 

AB 2537 (La Suer-R) Abortion: ultrasound 

Requires an ultrasound to be performed on a woman seeking an abortion within 24 hours prior to the 
abortion procedure, and requires the ultrasound to be shown to the woman prior to commencing the 
abortion procedure. 

(Died in Assembly Health Committee) 

ACA 5 (Wyman-R) Abortion: parental notification 

Prohibits, except in the case of an emergency, an abortion from being performed on an unemancipated 
minor until the physician has first notified one of her parents or her legal guardian pursuant to specified 

Digest Of Legislation 585 
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ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON jUDICIARY 

A Comprehensive 
Breakdown of Legislation 
Considered by the Committee in 2001 - 2002 

ELLEN M. CORBETT Staff 
Chair DREW R. LIEBERT 
ToM HARMAN Chief Counsel 
Vice-Chair KEVIN G. BAKER 

PATRICIA BATES Counsel 

jOHN DUTRA SASKIA I. KIM 
Counsel 

HANNAH-BETH jACKSON 
KATHYSHER 

JoHN LoNGVILLE Counsel 
RoBERT PACHEco CINDY FISCHER 
Roo PAcHEco Committee Secretary 
KEVIN SHELLEY VANESSA CISNEROS 

DARRELL STEINBERG Assistant Secretary 
jUAN VARGAS 

HOWARD WAYNE 
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JOHN LAIRD 
JOHN LONGVILLE 
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JUAN VARGAS 
ONE VACANCY 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
ELLEN M. CORBETT, CHAIR 

January 2003 

KEVIN G, BAKER, 
COUNSEL 
SASKIA KIM, 
COUNSEL 
KATHY SHER, 
COUNSEL 
CINDY FISCHER, 
COMMITIEE SECRETARY 
VANESSA CISNEROS, 
COMMITIEE SECRETARY 
STATE CAPITOL 
P,O, BOX 942849 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94249-0108 
(916) 319·2334 

The counsel and staff of the Assembly Judiciary Committee have prepared this 
summary of the bills that were considered by the Committee in the 2001-2002 for your 
information. As in past years, the Committee was responsible for one of the largest and 
most complex bill loads in the Legislature, and the past session of the Legislature was 
productive on several policy fronts. Following is a brief summary containing some of the 
key areas where important progress was made. More specific descriptions of the bills 
can be found in this annual report. 

Personal Privacy. The Committee addressed the ever-increasing threats to the privacy 
rights of Californians, considering several bills to increase consumers' ability to protect 
their private financial information. In addition, the Committee passed legislation to 
protect consumers from the crime of identity theft, providing new safeguards and 
improved procedures for repairing the damage caused by this crime. 

Civil Rights and Discrimination. The Committee continued its efforts to protect the civil 
rights of Californians and to eliminate illegal discrimination. The Committee passed 
legislation conferring important new rights on domestic partners. It affirmed the state's 
commitment to continued enforcement of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and 
passed legislation to ensure that the state itself can be held to the standards of the ADA. 
The Committee also affirmed California's commitment to upholding the reproductive 
rights of women. 

Secret Settlements. Last session, the Committee took on the issue of secrecy agreements 
in litigation that threaten public safety by keeping critical information on product defects 
or other threats out of the hands ofthe public. Ensuring that critical information reaches 
the public in order to prevent further harm, without unduly impinging on a company's 
right to keep competitively sensitive information confidential, was one of the most 
difficult challenges the Committee addressed. 

Construction Defects. The Committee approved landmark measures to provide redress 
for homeowners harmed by construction defects and toxic mold. It also approved 
important reforms to allow renters who face eviction more reasonable time to find a new 
place to live. 

Family Law and Domestic Violence. Last session the Committee considered a measure 
to protect divorcing spouses from losing spousal support under the provisions of an 
unfair premarital agreement, and a measure to protect victims of domestic violence from 
having to pay spousal support to their abusers. The Committee also passed a measure 
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giving more complete information to courts considering whether to issue domestic 
violence protective orders. Further the Committee passed a bill which assisted families 
who are adopting children by making adoptions final more quickly. 

Attorneys. The Committee took up measures last session to require that the State Bar 
create a diversion program for the treatment of attorneys impaired due to mental illness 
or alcohol or drug abuse. The committee also sought to hold attorneys who contract with 
the State to the ethical standards of the profession by asking that such attorneys 
participate in providing pro bono legal services for those who cannot afford legal help. 

The following annual report contains helpful statistical data regarding the 
disposition of the bills assigned to the Committee in 2001 and 2002 as well as summaries 
of these bills. I hope you'll find this information useful. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen M. Corbett 
Chair 
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SB 168 
SB 169 

SB247 
SB 683 
SB 773 

SB 979 
SB 1301 
SB 1386 
SB 1614 
SB 1730 

(Bowen) Personal information: identity theft; social security numbers. 
(Bowen) Personal information: restrictions on facial recognition 
technology. 
(Speier) Birth and death certificates: certified copies; access 
(Ortiz) Confidentiality of medical information. 
(Speier) Privacy: financial institutions; confidential consumer 
information. 
(Machado) -Confidentiality ofmedical information. 
(Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act. 
(Peace) Personal information: privacy. 
(Speier) Public records: access to personal information. 
(Bowen) Personal information: identity theft. 

77 
78 

78 
78 
79 

79 
79 
79 
80 
80 

Personal Rights 

AB 1015 
AB 1278 
AB 1424 
SB 413 
SB 1516 

(Wright) Employment discrimination and retaliation. 
(Wayne) Health care decisions. 
(Thomson) Mental health: involuntary treatment. 
(Speier) Whistleblowing: state employees. 
(Romero) Peace officers. 

80 
80 
81 
81 
81 

PROBATE AND RELATED MATTERS 

Civil Commitment, Conservatorship and Guardianship 

AB479 
AB 1286 
AB 1421 
AB 1517 
AB 1938 
AB 3036 
SB 140 

(Shelley) Guardians, conservators and trustees: charitable corporations. 83 
(Rod Pacheco) Conservatorships: bonds. 83 
(Thomson) Involuntary commitment. 83 
(Canciamilla) Public guardian. 83 
(Aroner) Guardianships. 84 
(Corbett) Guardianships. 84 
(Bowen) Guardians and conservators. 84 

Elder Abuse 

AB255 
SB 1803 

Probate 

AB232 
AB322 
AB 873 
AB 1784 
SB 668 
SB 669 

(Zettel) Elder abuse. 
(Scott) Elder abuse. 

(John Campbell) Compensation of personal representatives. 
(Bill Campbell) Cemeteries: disposition of family plots. 
(Harman) Non-probate transfers: dissolution of marriage. 
(Harman) Construction of instruments. 
(Poochigian) Estates and trusts: allocation of debts. 
(Poochigian) Probate: property claims. 

10 

84 
84 

85 
85 
85 
85 
85 
86 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1063

1722



information be deemed admissible as evidence in any such proceeding "for any reason." 
The furnishing of confidential information under the bill shall not expose any person, 
agency or entity furnishing the information to liability, nor shall it be considered a waiver 
of privilege or a violation of a confidential relationship. Status: Chapter 444,2001. 

SB 773 (Speier) Privacy: financial institutions; confidential consumer information. 
When this bill was heard by the Committee, it required a financial institution, before 
disclosing confidential consumer information to an affiliate, to give ,a consumer an 
opportunity to direct that his or her confidential consumer information not be disclosed 
(an "opt-out" approach). The bill also required a financial institution to obtain the 
consent of a consumer before the financial institution is permitted to disclose or share the 
consumer's "confidential consumer information" with any nonaffiliated third party (an 
"opt-in" approach). The bill was subsequently amended to delete the opt-out restriction 
on affiliate-sharing. The bill was also amended to permit a financial institution to share 
information with another financial institution when the two institutions have entered into 
a written agreement to jointly offer a financial product or financial service, provided that 
specified requirements are met. Status: Failed; SenConcurrence. 

SB 979 (Machado) Confidentiality of medical information. Existing law prohibits 
providers of health care, health care service plans, and contractors from releasing medical 
information to persons authorized by law to receive that information if the information 
specifically relates to the patient's participation in outpatient treatment with a 
psychotherapist, unless the requester of the information submits a specified written 
request for the information to the patient and to the provider of health care, health care 
service plan, or contractor. For purposes of that provision, a "psychotherapist" is defined 
as a person who comes within the definition of a psychotherapist under a specified 
provision of the Evidence Code and who is a provider of health care, as defined. This bill 
revises and further limits the circumstances under which a provider of health care, health 
care service plan, or contractor may release medical information that relates to the 
patient's participation in outpatient treatment with a psychotherapist unless specifically 
authorized by the patient or the patient's representative for each release. Status: Dead; 
AsmHealth. 

SB 1301 (Kuehl) Reproductive Privacy Act. This bill deletes various statutory 
provisions regarding abortion and enacts in their place the Reproductive Privacy Act. 
The new Act provides, among other things, that (1) every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to reproductive decisions; and (2) the state shall 
not deny or interfere with a woman's right to choose an abortion prior to viability of the 
fetus, as defined in the act. Status: Chapter 385, 2002. 

SB 1386 (Peace) Personal information: privacy. This bill, in conjunction with AB 700 
(Simitian) requires an agency, person, or business that conducts business in California 
and owns or licenses computerized data containing personal information to disclose any 
security breach to any resident of California whose unencrypted personal information 
was, or is reasonably believed to have been, acquired by an unauthorized person. The bill 
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DF - 1

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ENROLLED BILL REPORT 

AMENDMENT DATE: 
RECOMMENDATION: 

April 8, 2002 
Defer to Health and Human 
Services Agency 

BILL NUMBER: SB 1301 
AUTHOR: S. Kuehl 

ASSEMBLY: N/A 
SENATE: 22112 

BILL SUMMARY 

This bill would delete various statutory provisions regarding abortion and would enact in their place the 
Reproductive Privacy Act. The Act would provide, among other things, that (1) every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to reproductive decisions; and (2) the state shall not deny or 
interfere with a woman's right to choose an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, as defined in the Act, or 
when necessary to protect her life or health, as defined. This bill would also specify the circumstances 
under which the performance of an abortion is deemed unauthorized. This bill also would permit an 
appropriately licensed person who is not a physician to assist in an abortion. 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

The bill would not have any fiscal impact to the DHS because it does not result in any additional workload or 
cost$. 

COMMENTS 

This bill does not impose any costs or additional workload on the DHS. However, bill presents 
important health policy issues and the Department of Finance therefore defers recorr.mendation to the 
California Health and Human Services Agency. 

so (Fiscal Impact by Fiscal Year) 
Code/Department LA (Dollars in Thousands) 
Agency or Revenue CO PROP 

....:T:..Lyz:.:pe=---......------· RV 98 FC 
4260/Hith Svcs SO No 

I i Ll '• e; -. • • I • ,.. 

Analyst/Principal 
(0541) P. Kemp 

Date L- Program Budget Manager 

11\-

Date 

Fund 
,COde ___ ·· ---·-·ooo1 

ENROLLED BILL REPORT Form DE-43 (Rey 03/95 r · 
HLTH :561301 -5531 8/14/2002 11 :17 AM 
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DF - 2

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE BILL ANALYSIS 

AMENDMENT DATE: 
POSITION: Neutral 

BILL SUMMARY 

April 8, 2002 BILL NUMBER: 58 1301 
AUTHOR: S. Kuehl 

This bill would delete various statutory provisions regarding abortion and would enact in their place the 
Reproductive Privacy Act, The Act would provide, among other things, that (1) every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to reproductive decisions; and (2) the state shall not deny or 

. interfere with a woman's right to choose an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, as defined in the Act, or 
when necessary to protect her life or health, as defined. This bill would also specify the circumstances 
under which the performance of an abortion is deemed unauthorized. This bill also would permit an 

· appropriately licensed person who is not a physician to assist in an abortion. 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

The bill would not have any fiscal impact to the DHS because it does not result in any additional workload or 
costs. 

COMMENTS 

The Department of Finance is neutral on this bill because it does not impose any costs or additional 
workload on the DHS. However, this bill presents important health policy issues and should therefore be 
carefully considered. 

Code/Department 
Agency or Revenue 
Type 
4260/Hlth Svcs 

so 
LA 
CO PROP 
RV 98 FC 
so No 

Date 
_5(/JK-

,....J0-1)_ 

(Fiscal Impact by Fiscal Year) 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

2001-2002 FC 2002-2003 FC 
No/Minor Fiscal Impact -

Fund 
2003-2004 Code 

0001 

Department Deputy Director Original signed by 
Robc:.rt D. Miyashiro 

Date 

JUN I I 2002 
Governor's Office: By: RF Date lo /I / 0 d.. 

Position Noted 
Position Approved_X....,...__ 

Position Disapproved 
BILL ANALYSIS Form DF-43 (Rey 03/95 BufO 
HLTH :581301-4285 6/10/200210:08 AM 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1066

1725



DF - 3

Reavey, Thomas 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Gates, Kimberly (CHHS) 
Monday, June 10, 2002 9:44AM 
Reavey, Thomas 
Walz, Jennifer (CHHS} 

Subject: RE: SB 1301 

Them, 
As you originally expected this bill is being carefully vetted and isn't finalized yet. This is one that CHHS will be 
working closely w/ the GO on. Once it is available - we will be sure to get you a copy. Not sure of timeframe. 

--Kimberly 

--··Original Message--
From: Reavey, Thomas 
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2002 2:00 PM 
To: Gates, Kimberly (CHHS) 
Subject: FW: 58 1301 

Any word on this one yet? Thanks 

-Original Message---
From: Reavey, Thomas 
Sent.: Thursday, June 06, 2002 9:05 AM 
To: Gates, Kimberly (CHHS) 
Subject: SB 1301 

I know we spoke about this one back in April. Has agency adopted a position on it yet? 

Thanks 

Tom Reavey 
Finance Budget Analyst 
California Department of Finance 
916-445-6423, Fax 916-327-0218 
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DF - 4

... 
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE BILL ANALYSIS 

AMENDMENT DATE: AprilS, 2002 
POSITION: Neutral fiscally; defer to Health and Human 

Services Agency 

BILL NUMBER: SB 1301 
AUTHOR: S. Kuehl 

BILL SUMMARY 

This bill would delete various statutory provisions regarding abortion and would enact in their place the 
Reproductive Privacy Act. The Act would provide, among other things, that (1) every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to reproductive decisions; and (2) the state shall not deny or 
interfere with a woman's right to choose an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, as defined in the Act, or 
when necessary to protect her life or health, as defined. This bill would also specify the circumstances 
under which the performance of an abortion is deemed unauthorized. This bill also would permit an 
appropriately licensed person who is not a physician to assist in an abortion. 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

The bill would not have any fiscal impact to the DHS because it does not result in any additional workload or 
costs. 

COMMENTS 

This bill does not impose any costs or additional workload on the DHS. However, this bill presents 
important health policy issues. Finance therefore defers recommendation to the California Health and 
Human Services Agency for policy consideration. 
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CO PROP 

(Fiscal Impact by Fiscal Year) 
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0001 4260/Hith Svcs SO No 

Analyst/Principal Date 
P. Kemp 

Department Deputy Director 

Governor's Office: By: 

BILL ANALYSIS 
HLTH :SB1301-4285 5/1/200210:11 AM 

No/Minor Fiscal Impact-

Program Budget Manager 
Terrie G. Tatosian 

Date: 
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Form DF-43 (Rev 03/£ .... '"' 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1068

1727



 

 

 
  

Visalia Times-Delta · Tue, Jan 22, 2002 

Abortion debate echoes at Capitol 
Lawmaker moves 
to ease restrictions 
on abortion pill29 
years after Roe 
By Jake Henshaw 
Times·Delta Sacramento Bureau 

SACRAMENTO - As the 
nation today marks the 29th 
anniversary of the Supreme 
Courfs decision on abortion, 
California legislators are 
preparing to debate a new bill 
that would allow nurses to 
dispense lhe abortion pill -
RU-486. 

Right now only physicians 
can perform a surgical or 
nonsurgical abortion, includ· 
ing prescribing medication 
such as RU-486, which 
induces miscarriages. 

Sen.ate Bill 1301 by Sen. 
Sheila Kuehl, D·Santa Moni· 
ca, would repeal a 35-year old 
state law known as the Ther-
apeutic Abortion Act and 
replace it with the Reproduc-
tive Privacy Act, ending the 
exceptional status of abortion 
in medical practice. 

"The act provides greater 
access to the full panoply of 
legally available reproductive 
health services for women," 

Kuehl said. stages of pregnancy. Mifepri!tone, or RU-486, is 
But Karen Holgate of the SB 1301 targets the 1967 medication that can be used 

Capitol Resource Institute, state Therapeutic Abortion in the fmt seven weeks of 1 

which opposes abortion, said Act, which originally allowed pregnane! to induce the 1 

the bill just makes it easier for a panel of doctors to approve womb to expel the embryo, 
anyone to get an abortion. abortions only in the fJISt 20 resulting in a miscarriage. Its 

"lfs a blank check to get rid weeks of pregnancy to pro- use in the United States was 
of unwanted children," teet the health cif the mother approved by the U.S. food and 
charged Holgate. the insti- or in cases of rape or incest. Dmg Administiation io 2000 1 

tute's policy director. The state Supreme Co•.ut after years of use in Europe. 
While Kuehl portrayed her later threw out most of that And SB 1301 would place 

bill "as sinnply reaffuming act, but retained a provision into statute a woman's legal 
Roe v. Wade as we know it requiring only licensed physi· right to dose an abortion as 
now," Holgate said it would dans to perform ari abortion. established in Roe v. Wade. 
signal a major development As a result, nurses can't Kuehl said it's tinne to spell · 
in public policy on abortion. assist a doctor in performing a out this right in statute. 

"This is a huge move for- surgical abortion or partici· "Everybody says you have 
ward with doing away with pate in a nonsurgical abortion, this righ.t, but you can't exact· 
any responsibility for getting such as use of RU-486, even ly point to where it is," Kuehl 
pregnant, [with] any respon- though a nurse can provide said. 
sibility to carry a child to other medications, Kuehl said. Holgate said her organiza· 1 
term and thinking about the Kuehl wants to end this tion is concerned that SB 1301 
child and their existence," legal distinction between would inCJease what she said 
Holgate said. abortion-related medical care are llO,OOO abortion per· 

She said SB 1301 will be a and other medical practices. formed amually in the state. 
key target of pro-life forces The upshot would be to "lt is a deal Planned Parent· 
when they visit the Capitol allow nurses to dispe.nse RU· hood cooked up with Sen. 
Wednesday for their annual 486 under a doctor's supe.rvi· Kuehl to nake more money 
lobbying day to build support sion. The doctor wouldn't by having fewer doctors on 
for legislative action that have to be on the premises of site," Holgate said. 
restricts abortions. the medical facility but must But she that given the 

They will follow pro-choice be available by phone, control of the Legislature by 
forces who will be at the according to Kuehl's staff. Democrau, who generally are 
Capitol today, the anniversary "So we're not singling [RU· pro-choice, SB 1301 is likely to 
of Roe v. Wade, the 1973 U.S. 486] out" to be treated differ· pass. 
Supreme Court decision that ently, Kuehl said. "We're say- "But weU fight against it," 
allows abortions in the early ing it can't be singled out." she promised 
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Tulare Advance-Register · Tue, Jan 22, 2002 

Bill would glw nunt1 abarllan-plll power 
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lare Advance-Register Tue, Jan 22, 2002

Bill would give nurses abortion-pill power
·Pro-life forces vow in current law by recasting signal a major development abortions only in the finst 20 sion. The doctor wouldn't *Everybody says you have

to fight state Senate
state law related to abortion. in public polley on abortion. weeks of pregnancy to pro- have to be on the premises of this right, but you can't ex-

The proposed legislation This is a huge move for- tect the health of the mother the medical facility but must actly point to where it is,

effort to bring rules would repeal a 35-year old ward with doing away with or in cases of rape or incest. be available by phone, ac- Kuehl said.

in line with other
state law known as the Ther. any responsibility for getting The state Supreme Court cording to Kuehl's staff. Holgate said her organiza-
apeutic Abortion Act and re- pregnant, (with] any respon- later threw out most of that *So we're not singling it tion is concerned that SB

medical practices. place it with the Reproduc- sibility to carry a child to act, but retained a provision (RU-486] out" to be treated

By Jake Henshaw tive Privacy Act ending the term and thinking about the requiring only licensed

Gannett Sacramento Bureau

differently, Kuehl said.
1301 would increase what
she said are 110,000 abor-

exceptional status of abor- child and their existence," physicians to perform an *We're saying it can't be sin- tion performed annually in

SACRAMENTO - As the tion in medical practice. Holgate said. abortion. gled out. the state now, with at least

nation this week marks the The act provides greater She said SB 1301 will be a As a result, nurses can't Mifepristone, or RU-486, is part of the increased cost
29th anniversary of the access to the full panoply of key target of pro-life forces

legally
assist a doctor in performing medication that can be used paid by taxpayers.

Supreme Court decision on
available reproduc-

for
when they visit the Capitol a surgical abortion or partic- in the first seven weeks of She also questioned the ef

abortion known as Roe v.
tive health services on Wednesday for their an ipate in a nonsurgical abor- pregnancy to induce the fect on women's health of al-
women," Kuehl said. nual lobbying day to build

Wade, California legislators
tion, such as use of RU-486, womb to expel the embryo, lowing abortions to occur

But Karen Holgate of the
are preparing to debate a support for legislative action even though nurses can pro- resulting in a miscarriage. without even requiring doc-

Capitol Resource Institute. that restricts abortions.
new bill that would allow

medications, Its use in the United States tors to be present physically.

nurses to dispense the abor-
which opposes abortion, said They will follow pro-choice

vide other
Kuehl said. was approved by the U.S. It is a deal Planned Par

the bill just makes it easier forces who will be at the Kuehl wants to end this le- Food and Drug Administra- enthood cooked up with Sen.
tion pill RU-486. for anyone to get an abor- Capitol on Tuesday, the an- gal distinction between abor- tion in 2000, after years of Kuehl to make more money

Right now, only physicians tion. niversary of Roe v. Wade, the tion-related medical care
can perform a surgical or

use in Europe. by having fewer doctors on
*It's a blank check to get 1973 U.S. Supreme Court de. and other medical practice, Finally, SB 1301 would site" Holgate said.

nonsurgical abortion, includ- rid of unwanted children," cision that allows abortions so that it can be handled un- place into statute a woman's She added, however, that
ing prescribing medication charged Holgate, the insti- in the early stages of preg. der the rules and procedures egal right to chose an abor- given the control of the Leg.
such as RU-486 that inducestute's policy director.
abortion. While Kuehl portrayed her

nancy. in place for other types of tion as established in Roe v. islature by Democrats, who
SB 1301 targets the 1967 care. Wade. Kuehl said it's time to generally are pro-choice, SB

Senate Bill 1301 by Sen. bill "as simply reaffirming state Therapeutic Abortion The upshot would be to al- move beyond court decisions 1301 is likely to pass.
Sheila Kuehl, D-Santa Moni- Roe v. Wade as we know it Act, which originally allowed low nurses to dispense RU. and spell out this right in "But well fight against it,"
ca, would make this change now" Holgate said it would a panel of doctors to approve 486 under a doctor's supervi- statute. she promised.
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The Desert Sun · Tue, Jan 22, 2002 

Bill would ease abortion-pill access 
Critic calls measure 'blank check 
to get rid of unwanted children' 
Bv jAto:B HHNSHAW 

II\."' \lo\ 11,\ , ll:"ht Il l IUAL 

ucuamno - At the nation 
Ibis Wtt':k marlt$lhe 29th IIJ'\niver-
sary or the Suprtme Coun deci· 
sion on abortion kn0\l11 as Roe v. 
Wade, California legishuon arc 
J'I'"Paring to drbatr a nrw bill dun 
woukt allow nuncs to dispense 
RU-486, the abonion pill. 

Currently only physicians can 
perf'onn a surgical or non-surgical 
abonion, including prtscribin& 
medications s uch as RU·4tJo, 
whkh mduc.'C's abonion. 

Senate Bill 130 I by Sen. Sheila 
KuehJ, D..Santa Monica, would 
make this change in current Jaw 
by recasting state Jaw related to 
abortion. 

Tht proposed l<l!islation would 

repul a 35-yur-old Slate law 
known as the Abor· 
tion Act and n:placc it with the 
Reproductive Privacy Act, cndil\1 
the e-xceptional status of abotrion 
in medical practice. 

"The act provides greater access 
to tht full panoply of Leplly avail· 
able services 
for women,'" Kuehl said. 

NOT SO SIMI'!.£: But Karen Hoi· 
gat< of the Capitol Resource In-
nirute, which opposes abortion, 
said tbe biU just makes it easier for 
anyone to get an abortion. 

"It's • blank ch«:k to get rid or 
unwanted children," charged 
Holpte, the institute's policy dj ... 
rector. 

While Kuehl ponrayed her bill 
"as simply reaffirming Roe v. 

Wade as we know it now," 
gate said it WO\lkl signal a major 
developmtnl in public policy on 
abortiDn. 

''11:1is is a huge mo\•e forward 
with doing: away with any mpon· 
sibilily for aeuina pregnant, 
(with) anymponsibilityto carry a 
child to tcnn and thinltina about 
the child and their existence," 
Holgate said. 

She said SB 130 I will bt a key 
lJirltt or antktbonlon forces wbtn 
they v&t tht Capitol Wednesday 
for th<ir annual lobbying day to 
build ruppon for legislati\'t action 
that mtriCIS abortions. 

They will fo llow abonion-rights 
forces who will be at the Capitol 
today, the anniversary of Roe v. 
Wade, the 1973 U.S. Supreme 
Coun d«:ision that allows abor· 
tions in the early srages of preg-
nancy. 

SB 130 I targets the 1967 state 
Therapeutic Abonion Act, which 

originally allowed a panel or doc· 
ton to approve abortions only in 
tht tint 20 Wttl<s Of prtfptlncy tO 
protect the hralth or the mothrr 
or in cases of rape or incest. 

The state Supreme Coun later 
threw out most of rhat act, bur 
n:tained a provision requiring on· 
ly licensed physicians to pcrfonn 
an abonion. 

As a resull, nunes can't assist a 
doctor in performing a surgical 
abortion or panicipne in a non-
surgical abortion, such as one us-
ing RU-486, even though nurses 
can provide othu medications, 
Kurhl said. 

Kuehl wants to end this lepl 
distinction 
latcd medical care and other med· 
icaJ practice, so that it can be han-
d ltd under the rules and 
procedures in place for other 
types of cart. 

The upshot would bt to allow 
nunes to dispense RU-486 under 

a doctor'• s-upnvislon. The doc· 
tor wouldn't have to be or. tht 
premises of the medical fadliry 
but must bt available by phone, 
according to Kuehl's stall'. 

"So wt'l'< not sinpna it (RU· 
486) out"' to be treated diffmnt· 
ly, Kuehl said. uwe•re 511ying: it 
can't bt singled out." 

THE DRUG: Mifrpri11onr, or 
RU-486, can be used in the tint 
seven wec-b of pregnancy to in-
duce the womb to capel the tm· 
bryo, resultina in a miscarriage. 
Its use in the United States was 
approved by the U.S. Food and 
Drog Admini!tratlon in 2000, af. 
tcr yran of we in Europe. 

Finally, SB 1301 would place 
imo statute a woman's JegaJ rigtu 
to chos.e an abortion as estab-
lished in Roev. Wade. Kuehl said 
it's time to move beyond Colutt 
dedsions and spell out this right 
in a srarute. 

"Evrrybody says you have this 

right, but you can't exactly point 
to when: it is," Kuehl said. 

Ho)Jate said her orcanlz.ation is 
concerned that SB 1301 would 
increase what she said are 
ll 0,000 abortions performed 
each year in California, with at 
lease part of the increased cost 
paid by taapayrn. 

She also qutstioned the cfftct 
on women's he-alth of allowina 
abonions to occur without rc-· 
quiring doctors 10 be present 
physically. 

"h is a deal Planned Parenl-
hood cooked up with Sen. Kuehl 
to make more money by havina 
fewer docton on site, •• Holpte 
said. 

She added, howevor, that )liven 
the control or the Lcgislatun: by 
Oemocrau, who generally sup-
pon abonion n,hts, SB 130 I is 
likely to pass. 

"But we'll 6ght against il."' she 
promised. 
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The Los Angeles Times· Fri, May 17, 2002 

Senate OKs Letting Nurses PrescribeR U -486 
Legislation: Intense 
debate precedes vote on 
the abortion pill 
measure. The bill 's 
chances of in the 
Assembly a re uncerta in. 

B)• CA RL INGRAM 
TIM£SS1'AHWRIT£R 

SACRAMI::l\1'0-The !late 
&natA' voted Thursday lo allow 
oortain nurses and other nonphysi-
eian health-care providers to le-
gally prescribe the controversial 
abortion pill RU-486, dismi>Sing 
opponents' warnings that it would 
endanger the lives of California 
women. 

In an intense debate. supporters 
or SB 1301 insisled it woul<t apply 
to slate licensed health profes!ion· 
n!s who arc nuthorizo:l t.o 
write prescriptions under a docLor's 
supervision P_xcept £or abortion 

purposes.. 
·u you can do It for other pro-

ceclures, you can d.o it Cor this,· ar-
gued Sen. Sheila Kuehl (I)-Santa 
Monica), the bill's author. 

On a party-line vote, 22 Demo-
cmts voted for it and II Republi· 
cans voted no. 

11u: bill !at:e:s au uncertain !u· 
ltre in the Assembly. Cov. Cray 
Davis has taken no position on it. a 
spokesman said. 

In a separate aclion, the Senate 
awroved and forwarded to the As· 
sanbly a bill that would suspend 
tbe statute of limitations in certain 
cases and allow victims of child 
sexual abuse lo sue the Roman 
Catholic Church or other organiza· 

long after the ••sault oc-
curre(t 

1'he measure by S..nate leado.r 
Jchn L. Burton. a Democrat and 
Roman Catholic from San Fran-
cisco. said lhe lawsuits could be 
brought as:a.in3l Lhc chureh or 
other responsible third-party de-
fendants if they knew or should 

have known of child sex abuse but 
did not take reasonable steps to 
slop iL 

Burton said he introduced the 
bill (SB 1779) as the r"ult of re-
c.JnUy publicized cases in which 
church officials knew or the sexual 
abuse of boys and girls but alleg-
edly ooveretJ it up ;..nU reas:tignt:(( 
the offending priests to duties 
where they continued to have con· 
tact with children. 

No one opposed the bill, includ· 
ing major employer organizations 
and the staU>wide Califor:Lia Catho-
lic Conference, which represents 
every Roman Catholic diocese in 
California. 

Edward E. Dolejsi, executive di· 
rector of the conference, said he 
doubted the church would take a 
position on the legislatio:t. He said 
it was uncertain It would be benefi· 
cia! lo "get involved In that par· 
t.icular issue." 

'I'hc legislation would 3U!!pcnd 
the statute or limitations in cases in 
which an adult victim wanted to 

sue a third-party defendant, such 
as the church, but was prohibited 
from doing so because time had 
nmoul 

Currently, adults who roach age 
26 cannot me. The bill would give 
victims who allege they had been 
damaged by childhood abuse three 
extra iu whicl1 w :stle. 

In cases filed against a third· 
party defendant but dismissed be-
cause the statute had run out, a 
one-year extension would be 
granted so the case could be re· 
filed. 

Davis also has no on 
this bill. his spokesman said. 

While the California Catholic 
Conferenc.J chose to watch the 
Burton bill !rom the sidelines, it 
lobbied hard against passage or the 
bill to allow nonphy<icians to pre-
scribe aborlion pills. 

"It's irresponsible.. . . It J>Uts 
women's health in jeopardy lor the 
3£1ke of convcnie:ncc nnd cxpc-
dienc.J. It goes way beyond the 
pale of what most people would 

'1 t's irresponsible . .. . 1 t puts women's health 
in jeopardy for the sake 

of convenience and expedience. ' 
Edward E. Dolejsi, head of california Catholic Conference 

consicter the responsible practice or 
abortion in California: Dolejsi sa:d. 

Sen. Ray Haynes (R·Riverside). 
the Legislature's l.ading 
opponent, tried to amend oul the 
prescription but his ef· 
fort was thwarte1 by majority 
Democrats. 

"The only reason for putting this 
bill in is to allow non·doctors to 
perform abortions.· Haynes said. 
·we are going to be subjectllg 
women au over thit state to 
injtuy and possibly death." 

He claimed that in the last few 
weck<J, there had been four serious 
injuries and l.wo deaths to women 
who had taken RU-486. 

said lhere was no evi· 
denee that thooe cases involved the 
drug. 

Under the California 1'herapeu· 
tic Abortion Act, signed by Gov. 
Ronald Reagan in the late 1960s. 
only physicians operating in ap· 
proved ho9pilals can perform an 
abortion. 

It is against the law ror other li· 
eense<l professionals, such as nurse 
practitioners, assistants 
and midwives. to perform an abor· 
tion or assist in one. Kuehl said. 
She said that prescribing the 
RU-486 pilh is o noninva3ivc ael 
that comes nowhere near the per· 
forming or a surgical abortion. 
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The Napa Valley Register · Sun, May 19, 2002

Senate approves
bill to let nurses

prescribe RU-486
From the Associated Press

SACRAMENTO - Certain nurses and other nonphysician

health care providers would be legally able to prescribe the con-
troversial abortion pill RU-486 under a bill approved by the
state Senate.

Dismissing opponents' warnings that the pill would endanger
the lives of California women, the Senate voted along party
lines Thursday 22-11, with Republicans in the minority.

SB1301. written by Sen. Sheila Kuehl, D-Santa Monica.
faces an uncertain future in the Assembly, and a spokesman for
Gov. Gray Davis said he has not taken a position yet.

Supporters of the bill insisted it would apply to state licensed
health professionals who already are authorized to write pre-
scriptions under a doctor's supervision except for abortion pur-
poses.

"If you can do it for other procedures, you can do it for this,"
said Kuehl.

(530) 666-1917
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DECLARATION OF ANNA MARIA BEREC=KY�ANDERSON 
 
 

I, Anna Maria Bereczky-Anderson, declare:  
 

I am an attorney licensed to practice in California, State Bar No. 227794, 
and am employed by Legislative Intent Service, Inc., a company specializing in 
researching the history and intent of legislation. 
 

Under my direction and the direction of other attorneys on staff, the 
research staff of Legislative Intent Service, Inc. undertook to locate and obtain all 
documents relevant to the enactment of Assembly Bill 2223 of 2022.  Assembly 
Bill 2223 was approved by the Legislature and was enacted as Chapter 629 of the 
Statutes of 2022.   
 

The following list identifies all documents obtained by the staff of 
Legislative Intent Service, Inc. on Assembly Bill 2223 of 2022.  All listed 
documents have been forwarded with this Declaration except as otherwise noted in 
this Declaration.  All documents gathered by Legislative Intent Service, Inc. and all 
copies forwarded with this Declaration are true and correct copies of the originals 
located by Legislative Intent Service, Inc.  In compiling this collection, the staff of 
Legislative Intent Service, Inc. operated under directions to locate and obtain all 
available material on the bill.  
 
 
ASSEMBLY BILL 2223 OF 2022: 
 

 1. All versions of Assembly Bill 2223 (Wicks-2022); 
 2. Procedural history of Assembly Bill 2223 from the 

November 30, 2022, Assembly Weekly History;  
 3. Analysis of Assembly Bill 2223 prepared for the Assembly 

Committee on Judiciary; 
 4. Material from the legislative bill file of the Assembly 

Committee on Judiciary on Assembly Bill 2223; 
 5. Analysis of Assembly Bill 2223 prepared for the Assembly 

Committee on Health; 
 6. Material from the legislative bill file of the Assembly 

Committee on Health on Assembly Bill 2223; 

A-1074
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 7. Analysis of Assembly Bill 2223 prepared for the Assembly 
Committee on Appropriations; 

 8. Material from the legislative bill file of the Assembly 
Committee on Appropriations on Assembly Bill 2223; 

 9. Third Reading analysis of Assembly Bill 2223 prepared by 
the Assembly Committee on Judiciary; 

10. Analysis of Assembly Bill 2223 prepared for the Senate 
Committee on Judiciary; 

11. Material from the legislative bill file of the Senate 
Committee on Judiciary on Assembly Bill 2223 – currently 
unavailable; 

12. Analysis of Assembly Bill 2223 prepared for the Senate 
Committee on Health; 

13. Material from the legislative bill file of the Senate 
Committee on Health on Assembly Bill 2223 – currently 
unavailable; 

14. Analysis of Assembly Bill 2223 prepared for the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations; 

15. Material from the legislative bill file of the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations on Assembly Bill 2223; 

16. Two Third Reading analyses of Assembly Bill 2223 
prepared by the Office of Senate Floor Analyses; 

17. Concurrence in Senate Amendments analysis of Assembly 
Bill 2223 prepared by the Assembly Committee on 
Judiciary; 

18. News Release entitled “Asm. Wicks, Reproductive Health 
Advocates Celebrate Signing of AB 2223,” from the Office 
of Assemblymember Buffy Wicks; 

19. Post-enrollment documents regarding Assembly Bill 2223 
- (Governor Newsom’s legislative files are under restricted 
access and are not available to the public.); 

20. Press Release issued by the Office of the Governor on 
September 27, 2022, to announce that Assembly Bill 2223 
had been signed; 

21. Excerpt regarding Assembly Bill 2223 from the 2021-2022 
Bill Summary, prepared by the Assembly Committee on 
Judiciary; 

22. Excerpt regarding Assembly Bill 2223 from the 2021-2022 
Legislative Summary, prepared by the Assembly Committee 
on Health; 

23. Excerpt regarding Assembly Bill 2223 from the 2021-2022 
Legislative Bill Summaries, prepared by the Senate 
Committee on Judiciary; 

24. Excerpt regarding Assembly Bill 2223 from the 2021-2022 
Legislative Summary, prepared by the Senate Committee on 
Health; 
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25. Article entitled “Fact Check: Do California lawmakers want 
to decriminalize infanticide? Here’s what we found,” from 
The Sacramento Bee, April 19, 2022; 

26. Article entitled “False claims about California abortion-
related bill spread thousands of times on social media,” from 
the Los Angeles Times, May 5, 2022; 

27. Article entitled “California’s Newly Amended ‘Infanticide’ 
Bill Headed to Senate,” from the California Globe, June 13, 
2022; 

28. Article entitled “California passes ‘historic’ legislative 
package protecting or expanding abortion access,” from 
CNN, September 1, 2022; 

29. Article entitled “California Gov. Gavin Newsom signs bill 
barring prosecution for pregnancy loss,” from The 
Sacramento Bee, September 27, 2022. 

 
 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed this 16th day of August, 2024 at 
Woodland, California. 
 
 
 
     ____________________________________ 
     ANNA MARIA BERECZKY-ANDERSON 
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE-2021-22 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL No. 2223

Introduced by Assembly Member Wicks

February 15, 2022

An act relating to reproductive health.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 2223, as introduced, Wicks. Reproductive health.
Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every

individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their

personal reproductive decisions.
This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation

that would relate to reproductive health.

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no.
State-mandated local program: no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. It is the intent of the Legislature to enact

2 legislation that would relate to reproductive health.

LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC.

(530) 666-1917
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 17, 2022 

california legislature—2021–22 regular session 

ASSEMBLY BILL  No. 2223 

Introduced by Assembly Member Wicks 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Mullin)

February 15, 2022 

An act to amend Section 27491 of the Government Code, and to 
amend Sections 103005, 123462, 123466, and 123468 of, to add Sections 
123467 and 123469 to, and to repeal Section 103000 of, the Health 
and Safety Code, relating to reproductive health. 

legislative counsel
’
s digest 

AB 2223, as amended, Wicks. Reproductive health. 
(1)  Existing law requires a county coroner to hold inquests to inquire 

into and determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of violent, 
sudden, or unusual deaths, including deaths related to or following 
known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. Existing law 
requires a coroner to register a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation, 
unless it is the result of a legal abortion. If a physician was not in 
attendance at the delivery of the fetus, existing law requires the fetal 
death to be handled as a death without medical attendance. Existing 
law requires the coroner to state on the certificate of fetal death the 
time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, and the 
conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes. 

This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests 
for deaths related to or following known or suspected self-induced or 
criminal abortion, and would delete the requirement that an unattended 
fetal death be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill 
would prohibit using the coroner’s statements on the certificate of fetal 

  
 98   

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1078LIS - 1b

1738



death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil 
cause of damages against any person. 

(2)  Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. Existing law prohibits the state from 
interfering with a pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an 
abortion before the fetus is viable or when it is necessary to protect the 
life and health of the pregnant person. Under existing law, an abortion 
is unauthorized if either the person performing the abortion is not a 
health care provider that is authorized to perform an abortion or the 
fetus is viable. 

This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or 
criminal liability, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
or alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid 
or assist a pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive rights. 
The bill would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if performed by 
a person other than the pregnant person and either the person 
performing the abortion is not a health care provider that is authorized 
to perform an abortion or the fetus is viable. The bill would authorize 
a party aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to 
bring a civil action against an offending state actor, as specified, and 
would require a court, upon a motion, to award reasonable attorneys’ 
fees and costs to a prevailing plaintiff. 

Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. 

This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation 
that would relate to reproductive health. 

Vote:   majority.   Appropriation:   no.  Fiscal committee:   no yes.​

State-mandated local program:   no.​

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

 line 1 SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the 
 line 2 following: 
 line 3 (a)  Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women 
 line 4 in 1994 to address the intersectional and multifactored issues that 
 line 5 women of color and their families face in society. 

98 
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 line 1 (b)  Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, 
 line 2 sexuality, gender, work, and reproduction. That right can only be 
 line 3 achieved when all people, particularly women and girls, have the 
 line 4 complete economic, social, and political power and resources to 
 line 5 make healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and 
 line 6 communities in all areas of their lives. At the core of reproductive 
 line 7 justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right to 
 line 8 have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent 
 line 9 the children we have with dignity and respect in safe and 

 line 10 sustainable communities. 
 line 11 (c)  A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people 
 line 12 in California is clarifying that there shall be no civil and criminal 
 line 13 penalties for people’s actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 14 outcomes. 
 line 15 (d)  Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted 
 line 16 for having miscarriages or stillbirths or for self-managing an 
 line 17 abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear law that 
 line 18 ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have 
 line 19 investigated and prosecutors have charged people with homicide 
 line 20 for pregnancy losses. 
 line 21 (e)  Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat 
 line 22 of civil penalties for their actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 23 outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened against people 
 line 24 who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 
 line 25 (f)  Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, 
 line 26 as many as one in five known pregnancies end in miscarriage. In 
 line 27 California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end in stillbirth, 
 line 28 meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy 
 line 29 losses have no known explanation. 
 line 30 (g)  People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including 
 line 31 self-managed abortion, which means ending one’s own pregnancy 
 line 32 outside of the medical system. 
 line 33 (h)  Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that 
 line 34 they can seek medical assistance during pregnancy without fear 
 line 35 of civil or criminal liability. 
 line 36 (i)  The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes 
 line 37 is partly traceable to out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
 line 38 duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. Based 
 line 39 on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report 
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 line 1 people to law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to harmful 
 line 2 investigations and even unlawful prosecutions. 
 line 3 (j)  Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is 
 line 4 a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
 line 5 who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
 line 6 racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny of state 
 line 7 systems like child welfare or immigration. 
 line 8 (k)  The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on 
 line 9 pregnant people through child welfare, immigration, housing, or 

 line 10 other legal systems has a harmful effect on individual and public 
 line 11 health. When a person fears state action being taken against them 
 line 12 related to their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care 
 line 13 when they need it. If they do seek care, punishing them for actual, 
 line 14 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes with 
 line 15 professional care and endangers the relationship between 
 line 16 providers and patients. 
 line 17 (l)  That is why major medical groups like the American Medical 
 line 18 Association, the American College of Obstetricians and 
 line 19 Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association oppose 
 line 20 civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged 
 line 21 pregnancy outcomes. 
 line 22 SEC. 2. Section 27491 of the Government Code is amended to 
 line 23 read:
 line 24 27491. It shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and 
 line 25 determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all violent, 
 line 26 sudden, or unusual deaths; unattended deaths; deaths where the 
 line 27 deceased has not been attended by either a physician or a registered 
 line 28 nurse, who is a member of a hospice care interdisciplinary team, 
 line 29 as defined by subdivision (g) of Section 1746 of the Health and 
 line 30 Safety Code in the 20 days before death; deaths related to or 
 line 31 following known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion;
 line 32 known or suspected homicide, suicide, or accidental poisoning; 
 line 33 deaths known or suspected as resulting in whole or in part from 
 line 34 or related to accident or injury either old or recent; deaths due to 
 line 35 drowning, fire, hanging, gunshot, stabbing, cutting, exposure, 
 line 36 starvation, acute alcoholism, drug addiction, strangulation, 
 line 37 aspiration, or where the suspected cause of death is sudden infant 
 line 38 death syndrome; death in whole or in part occasioned by criminal 
 line 39 means; deaths associated with a known or alleged rape or crime 
 line 40 against nature; deaths in prison or while under sentence; deaths 
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 line 1 known or suspected as due to contagious disease and constituting 
 line 2 a public hazard; deaths from occupational diseases or occupational 
 line 3 hazards; deaths of patients in state mental hospitals serving the 
 line 4 mentally disabled disordered and operated by the State Department 
 line 5 of State Hospitals; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving the 
 line 6 developmentally disabled and operated by the State Department 
 line 7 of Developmental Services; deaths under such circumstances as 
 line 8 to that afford a reasonable ground to suspect that the death was 
 line 9 caused by the criminal act of another; and any deaths reported by 

 line 10 physicians or other persons having knowledge of death for inquiry 
 line 11 by coroner. Inquiry pursuant to this section does not include those 
 line 12 investigative functions usually performed by other law enforcement 
 line 13 agencies. 
 line 14 (a)  In any case in which If the coroner conducts an inquiry 
 line 15 pursuant to this section, the coroner or a deputy shall personally 
 line 16 sign the certificate of death. If the death occurred in a state hospital, 
 line 17 the coroner shall forward a copy of his or her the report to the state 
 line 18 agency responsible for the state hospital. 
 line 19 (b)  The coroner shall have discretion to determine the extent of 
 line 20 inquiry to be made into any death occurring under natural 
 line 21 circumstances and falling within the provisions of this section, and 
 line 22 if inquiry determines that the physician of record has sufficient 
 line 23 knowledge to reasonably state the cause of a death occurring under 
 line 24 natural circumstances, the coroner may authorize that physician 
 line 25 to sign the certificate of death. 
 line 26 (c)  For the purpose of inquiry, the coroner shall have the right 
 line 27 to exhume the body of a deceased person when necessary to 
 line 28 discharge the responsibilities set forth in this section. 
 line 29 (d)  Any A funeral director, physician, or other person who has 
 line 30 charge of a deceased person’s body, when death occurred as a 
 line 31 result of any of the causes or circumstances described in this 
 line 32 section, shall immediately notify the coroner. Any A person who 
 line 33 does not notify the coroner as required by this section is guilty of 
 line 34 a misdemeanor. 
 line 35 SEC. 3. Section 103000 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 36 repealed.
 line 37 103000. All other fetal deaths required to be registered under 
 line 38 this chapter shall be handled as are deaths without medical 
 line 39 attendance. 
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 line 1 SEC. 4. Section 103005 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 2 amended to read:
 line 3 103005. (a)  The coroner shall shall, within three days after 
 line 4 examination of the fetus fetus, state on the certificate of fetal death 
 line 5 the time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
 line 6 conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical 
 line 7 and health section data as may be required on the certificate, and 
 line 8 shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The coroner shall
 line 9 shall, within three days after examining the body body, deliver the 

 line 10 death certificate to the attending funeral director. 
 line 11 (b)  This section shall not be used to establish, bring, or support 
 line 12 a criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages 
 line 13 against any person, whether or not they were the person who was 
 line 14 pregnant with the fetus. Through its courts and statutes and under 
 line 15 its Constitution, California protects the right to reproductive 
 line 16 privacy, and it is the intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these 
 line 17 protections. 
 line 18 SEC. 5. Section 123462 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 19 amended to read:
 line 20 123462. The Legislature finds and declares that every 
 line 21 individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect 
 line 22 to personal reproductive decisions. decisions, which entails the 
 line 23 right to make and effectuate decisions about all matters relating 
 line 24 to pregnancy, including prenatal care, childbirth, postpartum care, 
 line 25 contraception, sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage 
 line 26 management, and infertility care. Accordingly, it is the public 
 line 27 policy of the State of California that: 
 line 28 (a)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or 
 line 29 refuse birth control. 
 line 30 (b)   Every woman individual has the fundamental right to choose 
 line 31 to bear a child or to choose to have and to obtain an abortion, 
 line 32 except as specifically limited by this article. 
 line 33 (c)   The state shall not deny or interfere with a woman’s an 
 line 34 individual’s fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to 
 line 35 choose to have and to obtain an abortion, except as specifically 
 line 36 permitted by this article. 
 line 37 SEC. 6. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 38 amended to read:
 line 39 123466. The state may shall not deny or interfere with a
 line 40 woman’s pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion 
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 line 1 prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to 
 line 2 protect the life or health of the woman. pregnant person.
 line 3 SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 4 to read:
 line 5 123467. (a)  Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall 
 line 6 not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
 line 7 deprived of their rights, based on their actions or omissions with 
 line 8 respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged 
 line 9 pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, 

 line 10 or perinatal death. 
 line 11 (b)  A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising 
 line 12 their rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or 
 line 13 criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their 
 line 14 rights, based solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant 
 line 15 person in exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant 
 line 16 person’s voluntary consent. 
 line 17 SEC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 18 amended to read:
 line 19 123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if 
 line 20 performed by someone other than the pregnant person and if either 
 line 21 of the following is true: 
 line 22 (a)  The person performing the abortion is not a health care 
 line 23 provider authorized to perform an abortion pursuant to Section 
 line 24 2253 of the Business and Professions Code. 
 line 25 (b)  The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and both of the 
 line 26 following are established: 
 line 27 (1)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the 
 line 28 fetus was viable. 
 line 29 (2)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, 
 line 30 continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the 
 line 31 pregnant woman. person.
 line 32 SEC. 9. Section 123469 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 33 to read:
 line 34 123469. (a)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in 
 line 35 violation of this article may bring a civil action against an 
 line 36 offending state actor in a federal district court or state superior 
 line 37 court. A state claim brought in federal district court shall be a 
 line 38 supplemental claim to a federal claim. 
 line 39 (b)  Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s 
 line 40 fees and costs, including expert witness fees and other litigation 
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 line 1 expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 
 line 2 brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney’s 
 line 3 fees, the court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained 
 line 4 relates to the relief sought. 
 line 5 SECTION 1. It is the intent of the Legislature to enact 
 line 6 legislation that would relate to reproductive health. 

O 
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 6, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 17, 2022 

california legislature—2021–22 regular session 

ASSEMBLY BILL  No. 2223 

Introduced by Assembly Member Wicks 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Mullin) 

February 15, 2022 

An act to amend Section 27491 of the Government Code, and to 
amend Sections 103005, 123462, 123466, and 123468 of, to add 
Sections 123467 and 123469 to, and to repeal Section 103000 of, the 
Health and Safety Code, relating to reproductive health. 

legislative counsel
’
s digest 

AB 2223, as amended, Wicks. Reproductive health. 
(1)  Existing law requires a county coroner to hold inquests to inquire 

into and determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of violent, 
sudden, or unusual deaths, including deaths related to or following 
known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. Existing law 
requires a coroner to register a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation, 
unless it is the result of a legal abortion. If a physician was not in 
attendance at the delivery of the fetus, existing law requires the fetal 
death to be handled as a death without medical attendance. Existing 
law requires the coroner to state on the certificate of fetal death the time 
of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, and the conditions, 
if any, that gave rise to these causes. 

This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests 
for deaths related to or following known or suspected self-induced or 
criminal abortion, and would delete the requirement that an unattended 
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fetal death be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill 
would prohibit using the coroner’s statements on the certificate of fetal 
death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil cause 
of damages against any person. 

(2)  Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. Existing law prohibits the state from 
interfering with a pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion 
before the fetus is viable or when it is necessary to protect the life and 
health of the pregnant person. Under existing law, an abortion is 
unauthorized if either the person performing the abortion is not a health 
care provider that is authorized to perform an abortion or the fetus is 
viable. 

Existing law, the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act, authorizes an individual 
whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of this state, has been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered 
with, to institute or prosecute in their own name and on their own behalf 
an action for damages, as prescribed. 

This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or 
criminal liability, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
or alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid or 
assist a pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive rights. The 
bill would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if performed by a 
person other than the pregnant person and either the person performing 
the abortion is not a health care provider that is authorized to perform 
an abortion or the fetus is viable. The bill would authorize a party 
aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a 
civil action against an offending state actor, as specified, and would 
require a court, upon a motion, to award reasonable attorneys’ fees and 
costs to a prevailing plaintiff. The bill would also authorize a person 
aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a 
civil action pursuant to the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act. The bill would 
provide for the indemnification of employees or former employees of 
public agencies who were acting within the scope of their employment.

Vote:   majority.   Appropriation:   no.  Fiscal committee:   yes.​

State-mandated local program:   no.​
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The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

 line 1 SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the 
 line 2 following: 
 line 3 (a)  Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women 
 line 4 in 1994 to address the intersectional and multifactored issues that 
 line 5 women of color and their families face in society. 
 line 6 (b)  Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, 
 line 7 sexuality, gender, work, and reproduction. That right can only be 
 line 8 achieved when all people, particularly women and girls, have the 
 line 9 complete economic, social, and political power and resources to 

 line 10 make healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and 
 line 11 communities in all areas of their lives. At the core of reproductive 
 line 12 justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right to 
 line 13 have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent 
 line 14 the children we have with dignity and respect in safe and 
 line 15 sustainable communities. 
 line 16 (c)  A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in 
 line 17 California is clarifying that there shall be no civil and criminal 
 line 18 penalties for people’s actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 19 outcomes. 
 line 20 (d)  Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted 
 line 21 for having miscarriages or stillbirths or for self-managing an 
 line 22 abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear law that 
 line 23 ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have 
 line 24 investigated and prosecutors have charged people with homicide 
 line 25 for pregnancy losses. 
 line 26 (e)  Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of 
 line 27 civil penalties for their actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 28 outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened against people 
 line 29 who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 
 line 30 (f)  Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as 
 line 31 many as one in five known pregnancies end in miscarriage. In 
 line 32 California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end in stillbirth, 
 line 33 meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy 
 line 34 losses have no known explanation. 
 line 35 (g)  People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including 
 line 36 self-managed abortion, which means ending one’s own pregnancy 
 line 37 outside of the medical system. 
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 line 1 (h)  Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that 
 line 2 they can seek medical assistance during pregnancy without fear 
 line 3 of civil or criminal liability. 
 line 4 (i)  The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes 
 line 5 is partly traceable to out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
 line 6 duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. Based 
 line 7 on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report 
 line 8 people to law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to harmful 
 line 9 investigations and even unlawful prosecutions. 

 line 10 (j)  Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is 
 line 11 a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
 line 12 who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
 line 13 racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny of state 
 line 14 systems like child welfare or immigration. 
 line 15 (k)  The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on 
 line 16 pregnant people through child welfare, immigration, housing, or 
 line 17 other legal systems has a harmful effect on individual and public 
 line 18 health. When a person fears state action being taken against them 
 line 19 related to their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care 
 line 20 when they need it. If they do seek care, punishing them for actual, 
 line 21 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes with 
 line 22 professional care and endangers the relationship between providers 
 line 23 and patients. 
 line 24 (l)  That is why major medical groups like the American Medical 
 line 25 Association, the American College of Obstetricians and 
 line 26 Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association oppose 
 line 27 civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged 
 line 28 pregnancy outcomes. 
 line 29 SEC. 2. Section 27491 of the Government Code is amended 
 line 30 to read: 
 line 31 27491. It shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and 
 line 32 determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all violent, 
 line 33 sudden, or unusual deaths; unattended deaths; deaths where the 
 line 34 deceased has not been attended by either a physician or a registered 
 line 35 nurse, who is a member of a hospice care interdisciplinary team, 
 line 36 as defined by subdivision (g) of Section 1746 of the Health and 
 line 37 Safety Code in the 20 days before death; known or suspected 
 line 38 homicide, suicide, or accidental poisoning; deaths known or 
 line 39 suspected as resulting in whole or in part from or related to accident 
 line 40 or injury either old or recent; deaths due to drowning, fire, hanging, 
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 line 1 gunshot, stabbing, cutting, exposure, starvation, acute alcoholism, 
 line 2 drug addiction, strangulation, aspiration, or where the suspected 
 line 3 cause of death is sudden infant death syndrome; death in whole or 
 line 4 in part occasioned by criminal means; deaths associated with a 
 line 5 known or alleged rape or crime against nature; rape; deaths in 
 line 6 prison or while under sentence; deaths known or suspected as due 
 line 7 to contagious disease and constituting a public hazard; deaths from 
 line 8 occupational diseases or occupational hazards; deaths of patients 
 line 9 in state hospitals serving the mentally disordered and operated by 

 line 10 the State Department of State Hospitals; deaths of patients in state 
 line 11 hospitals serving the developmentally disabled and operated by 
 line 12 the State Department of Developmental Services; deaths under 
 line 13 circumstances that afford a reasonable ground to suspect that the 
 line 14 death was caused by the criminal act of another; and any deaths 
 line 15 reported by physicians or other persons having knowledge of death 
 line 16 for inquiry by coroner. Inquiry pursuant to this section does not 
 line 17 include those investigative functions usually performed by other 
 line 18 law enforcement agencies. 
 line 19 (a)  If the coroner conducts an inquiry pursuant to this section, 
 line 20 the coroner or a deputy shall personally sign the certificate of 
 line 21 death. If the death occurred in a state hospital, the coroner shall 
 line 22 forward a copy of the report to the state agency responsible for the 
 line 23 state hospital. 
 line 24 (b)  The coroner shall have discretion to determine the extent of 
 line 25 inquiry to be made into any death occurring under natural 
 line 26 circumstances and falling within the provisions of this section, and 
 line 27 if inquiry determines that the physician of record has sufficient 
 line 28 knowledge to reasonably state the cause of a death occurring under 
 line 29 natural circumstances, the coroner may authorize that physician 
 line 30 to sign the certificate of death. 
 line 31 (c)  For the purpose of inquiry, the coroner shall have the right 
 line 32 to exhume the body of a deceased person when necessary to 
 line 33 discharge the responsibilities set forth in this section. 
 line 34 (d)  A funeral director, physician, or other person who has charge 
 line 35 of a deceased person’s body, when death occurred as a result of 
 line 36 any of the causes or circumstances described in this section, shall 
 line 37 immediately notify the coroner. A person who does not notify the 
 line 38 coroner as required by this section is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
 line 39 SEC. 3. Section 103000 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 40 repealed. 
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 line 1 SEC. 4. Section 103005 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 2 amended to read: 
 line 3 103005. (a)  The coroner shall, within three days after 
 line 4 examination of the fetus, state on the certificate of fetal death the 
 line 5 time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
 line 6 conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical 
 line 7 and health section data as may be required on the certificate, and 
 line 8 shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The coroner shall, 
 line 9 within three days after examining the body, deliver the death 

 line 10 certificate to the attending funeral director. 
 line 11 (b)  This section shall not be used to establish, bring, or support 
 line 12 a criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages 
 line 13 against any person, whether or not they were the person who was 
 line 14 pregnant with the fetus. Through its courts and statutes and under 
 line 15 its Constitution, California protects the right to reproductive 
 line 16 privacy, and it is the intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these 
 line 17 protections. 
 line 18 SEC. 5. Section 123462 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 19 amended to read: 
 line 20 123462. The Legislature finds and declares that every 
 line 21 individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect 
 line 22 to personal reproductive decisions, which entails the right to make 
 line 23 and effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, 
 line 24 including prenatal care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, 
 line 25 sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage management, and infertility 
 line 26 care. Accordingly, it is the public policy of the State of California 
 line 27 that: 
 line 28 (a)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or 
 line 29 refuse birth control. 
 line 30 (b)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose to 
 line 31 bear a child or to choose to have and to obtain an abortion, except 
 line 32 as specifically limited by this article. 
 line 33 (c)   The state shall not deny or interfere with an individual’s 
 line 34 fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose to have 
 line 35 and to obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this 
 line 36 article. 
 line 37 SEC. 6. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 38 amended to read: 
 line 39 123466. The state shall not deny or interfere with a pregnant 
 line 40 person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of 
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 line 1 the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect the life or 
 line 2 health of the pregnant person. 
 line 3 SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 4 to read: 
 line 5 123467. (a)  Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not 
 line 6 be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
 line 7 deprived of their rights, rights under this article, based on their 
 line 8 actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
 line 9 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, 

 line 10 stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death. death due to a 
 line 11 pregnancy-related cause.
 line 12 (b)  A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising 
 line 13 their rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
 line 14 liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their rights, based 
 line 15 solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in 
 line 16 exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person’s 
 line 17 voluntary consent. 
 line 18 SEC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 19 amended to read: 
 line 20 123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if 
 line 21 performed by someone other than the pregnant person and if either 
 line 22 of the following is true: 
 line 23 (a)  The person performing the abortion is not a health care 
 line 24 provider authorized to perform an abortion pursuant to Section 
 line 25 2253 of the Business and Professions Code. 
 line 26 (b)  The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and both of the 
 line 27 following are established: 
 line 28 (1)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the 
 line 29 fetus was viable. 
 line 30 (2)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, 
 line 31 continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the 
 line 32 pregnant person. 
 line 33 SEC. 9. Section 123469 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 34 to read: 
 line 35 123469. (a)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in 
 line 36 violation of this article may bring a civil action against an offending 
 line 37 state actor in a federal district court or state superior court. A state 
 line 38 claim brought in federal district court shall be a supplemental claim 
 line 39 to a federal claim.
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 line 1 (b)  Whoever denies a right protected by this article, or aids, 
 line 2 incites, or conspires in that denial, is liable for each and every 
 line 3 offense for the actual damages suffered by any person denied that 
 line 4 right and, in addition, all of the following: 
 line 5 (1)  An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting 
 line 6 without a jury, for exemplary damages. 
 line 7 (2)  A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), to 
 line 8 be awarded to the person denied the right protected by this article. 
 line 9 (3)  Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary 

 line 10 injunction, restraining order, or other order against the person 
 line 11 or persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant deems 
 line 12 necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in 
 line 13 this article. 
 line 14 (b) 
 line 15 (4)  Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s 
 line 16 fees and costs, including expert witness fees and other litigation 
 line 17 expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 
 line 18 brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney’s 
 line 19 fees, the court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained 
 line 20 relates to the relief sought. 
 line 21 (c)  An action under subdivision (b) shall be commenced within 
 line 22 three years of the alleged practice violation of this article. 
 line 23 (d)  (1)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation 
 line 24 of this article may also bring a civil action pursuant to Section 
 line 25 52.1 of the Civil Code. Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of the 
 line 26 Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the 
 line 27 Civil Code may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any 
 line 28 judicial or administrative proceeding in violation of this article. 
 line 29 (2)  For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this 
 line 30 subdivision, the criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or 
 line 31 threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a person with 
 line 32 respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged 
 line 33 pregnancy outcome, constitutes “threat, intimidation, or coercion” 
 line 34 pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. 
 line 35 (e)  Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government 
 line 36 Code, providing for indemnification of an employee or former 
 line 37 employee of a public entity, apply to any cause of action brought 
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 line 1 under this section against an employee or former employee of a 
 line 2 public entity. 
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY 19, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 6, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 17, 2022 

california legislature—2021–22 regular session 

ASSEMBLY BILL  No. 2223 

Introduced by Assembly Member Wicks 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Mullin) 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bennett, Cristina Garcia, Haney, 
Jones-Sawyer, and Kalra)

February 15, 2022 

An act to amend Section 27491 of the Government Code, and to 
amend Sections 103005, 123462, 123466, and 123468 of, to add 
Sections 123467 and 123469 to, and to repeal Section 103000 of, the 
Health and Safety Code, relating to reproductive health. 

legislative counsel
’
s digest 

AB 2223, as amended, Wicks. Reproductive health. 
(1)  Existing law requires a county coroner to hold inquests to inquire 

into and determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of violent, 
sudden, or unusual deaths, including deaths related to or following 
known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. Existing law 
requires a coroner to register a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation, 
unless it is the result of a legal abortion. If a physician was not in 
attendance at the delivery of the fetus, existing law requires the fetal 
death to be handled as a death without medical attendance. Existing 
law requires the coroner to state on the certificate of fetal death the time 
of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, and the conditions, 
if any, that gave rise to these causes. 
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This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests 
for deaths related to or following known or suspected self-induced or 
criminal abortion, and would delete the requirement that an unattended 
fetal death be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill 
would prohibit using the coroner’s statements on the certificate of fetal 
death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil cause 
of damages against any person. 

(2)  Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. Existing law prohibits the state from 
interfering with a pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion 
before the fetus is viable or when it is necessary to protect the life and 
health of the pregnant person. Under existing law, an abortion is 
unauthorized if either the person performing the abortion is not a health 
care provider that is authorized to perform an abortion or the fetus is 
viable. 

Existing law, the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act, authorizes an individual 
whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of this state, has been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered 
with, to institute or prosecute in their own name and on their own behalf 
an action for damages, as prescribed. 

This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or 
criminal liability, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
or alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid or 
assist a pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive rights. The 
bill would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if performed by a 
person other than the pregnant person and either the person performing 
the abortion is not a health care provider that is authorized to perform 
an abortion or the fetus is viable. The bill would authorize a party 
aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a 
civil action against an offending state actor, as specified, and would 
require a court, upon a motion, to award reasonable attorneys’ fees and 
costs to a prevailing plaintiff. The bill would also authorize a person 
aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a 
civil action pursuant to the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act. The bill would 
provide for the indemnification of employees or former employees of 
public agencies who were acting within the scope of their employment. 
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Vote:   majority.   Appropriation:   no.  Fiscal committee:   yes.​

State-mandated local program:   no.​

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

 line 1 SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the 
 line 2 following: 
 line 3 (a)  Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women 
 line 4 in 1994 to address the intersectional and multifactored issues that 
 line 5 women of color and their families face in society. 
 line 6 (b)  Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, 
 line 7 sexuality, gender, work, and reproduction. That right can only be 
 line 8 achieved when all people, particularly women and girls, have the 
 line 9 complete economic, social, and political power and resources to 

 line 10 make healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and 
 line 11 communities in all areas of their lives. At the core of reproductive 
 line 12 justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right to 
 line 13 have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent 
 line 14 the children we have with dignity and respect in safe and 
 line 15 sustainable communities. 
 line 16 (c)  A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in 
 line 17 California is clarifying that there shall be no civil and criminal 
 line 18 penalties for people’s actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 19 outcomes. 
 line 20 (d)  Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted 
 line 21 for having miscarriages or stillbirths or for self-managing an 
 line 22 abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear law that 
 line 23 ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have 
 line 24 investigated and prosecutors have charged people with homicide 
 line 25 for pregnancy losses. 
 line 26 (e)  Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of 
 line 27 civil penalties for their actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 28 outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened against people 
 line 29 who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 
 line 30 (f)  Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as 
 line 31 many as one in five known pregnancies end in miscarriage. In 
 line 32 California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end in stillbirth, 
 line 33 meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy 
 line 34 losses have no known explanation. 
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 line 1 (g)  People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including 
 line 2 self-managed abortion, which means ending one’s own pregnancy 
 line 3 outside of the medical system. 
 line 4 (h)  Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that 
 line 5 they can seek medical assistance during pregnancy without fear 
 line 6 of civil or criminal liability. 
 line 7 (i)  The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes 
 line 8 is partly traceable to out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
 line 9 duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. Based 

 line 10 on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report 
 line 11 people to law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to harmful 
 line 12 investigations and even unlawful prosecutions. 
 line 13 (j)  Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is 
 line 14 a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
 line 15 who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
 line 16 racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny of state 
 line 17 systems like child welfare or immigration. 
 line 18 (k)  The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on 
 line 19 pregnant people through child welfare, immigration, housing, or 
 line 20 other legal systems has a harmful effect on individual and public 
 line 21 health. When a person fears state action being taken against them 
 line 22 related to their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care 
 line 23 when they need it. If they do seek care, punishing them for actual, 
 line 24 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes with 
 line 25 professional care and endangers the relationship between providers 
 line 26 and patients. 
 line 27 (l)  That is why major medical groups like the American Medical 
 line 28 Association, the American College of Obstetricians and 
 line 29 Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association oppose 
 line 30 civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged 
 line 31 pregnancy outcomes. 
 line 32 SEC. 2. Section 27491 of the Government Code is amended 
 line 33 to read: 
 line 34 27491. It shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and 
 line 35 determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all violent, 
 line 36 sudden, or unusual deaths; unattended deaths; deaths where the 
 line 37 deceased has not been attended by either a physician or a registered 
 line 38 nurse, who is a member of a hospice care interdisciplinary team, 
 line 39 as defined by subdivision (g) of Section 1746 of the Health and 
 line 40 Safety Code in the 20 days before death; known or suspected 
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 line 1 homicide, suicide, or accidental poisoning; deaths known or 
 line 2 suspected as resulting in whole or in part from or related to accident 
 line 3 or injury either old or recent; deaths due to drowning, fire, hanging, 
 line 4 gunshot, stabbing, cutting, exposure, starvation, acute alcoholism, 
 line 5 drug addiction, strangulation, aspiration, or where the suspected 
 line 6 cause of death is sudden infant death syndrome; death in whole or 
 line 7 in part occasioned by criminal means; deaths associated with a 
 line 8 known or alleged rape; deaths in prison or while under sentence; 
 line 9 deaths known or suspected as due to contagious disease and 

 line 10 constituting a public hazard; deaths from occupational diseases or 
 line 11 occupational hazards; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving 
 line 12 the mentally disordered and operated by the State Department of 
 line 13 State Hospitals; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving the 
 line 14 developmentally disabled and operated by the State Department 
 line 15 of Developmental Services; deaths under circumstances that afford 
 line 16 a reasonable ground to suspect that the death was caused by the 
 line 17 criminal act of another; and any deaths reported by physicians or 
 line 18 other persons having knowledge of death for inquiry by coroner. 
 line 19 Inquiry pursuant to this section does not include those investigative 
 line 20 functions usually performed by other law enforcement agencies. 
 line 21 (a)  If the coroner conducts an inquiry pursuant to this section, 
 line 22 the coroner or a deputy shall personally sign the certificate of 
 line 23 death. If the death occurred in a state hospital, the coroner shall 
 line 24 forward a copy of the report to the state agency responsible for the 
 line 25 state hospital. 
 line 26 (b)  The coroner shall have discretion to determine the extent of 
 line 27 inquiry to be made into any death occurring under natural 
 line 28 circumstances and falling within the provisions of this section, and 
 line 29 if inquiry determines that the physician of record has sufficient 
 line 30 knowledge to reasonably state the cause of a death occurring under 
 line 31 natural circumstances, the coroner may authorize that physician 
 line 32 to sign the certificate of death. 
 line 33 (c)  For the purpose of inquiry, the coroner shall have the right 
 line 34 to exhume the body of a deceased person when necessary to 
 line 35 discharge the responsibilities set forth in this section. 
 line 36 (d)  A funeral director, physician, or other person who has charge 
 line 37 of a deceased person’s body, when death occurred as a result of 
 line 38 any of the causes or circumstances described in this section, shall 
 line 39 immediately notify the coroner. A person who does not notify the 
 line 40 coroner as required by this section is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
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 line 1 SEC. 3. Section 103000 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 2 repealed. 
 line 3 SEC. 4. Section 103005 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 4 amended to read: 
 line 5 103005. (a)  The coroner shall, within three days after 
 line 6 examination of the fetus, state on the certificate of fetal death the 
 line 7 time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
 line 8 conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical 
 line 9 and health section data as may be required on the certificate, and 

 line 10 shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The coroner shall, 
 line 11 within three days after examining the body, deliver the death 
 line 12 certificate to the attending funeral director. 
 line 13 (b)  This section shall not be used to establish, bring, or support 
 line 14 a criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages 
 line 15 against any person, whether or not they were the person who was 
 line 16 pregnant with the fetus. Through its courts and statutes and under 
 line 17 its Constitution, California protects the right to reproductive 
 line 18 privacy, and it is the intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these 
 line 19 protections. 
 line 20 SEC. 5. Section 123462 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 21 amended to read: 
 line 22 123462. The Legislature finds and declares that every 
 line 23 individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect 
 line 24 to personal reproductive decisions, which entails the right to make 
 line 25 and effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, 
 line 26 including prenatal care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, 
 line 27 sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage management, and infertility 
 line 28 care. Accordingly, it is the public policy of the State of California 
 line 29 that: 
 line 30 (a)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or 
 line 31 refuse birth control. 
 line 32 (b)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose to 
 line 33 bear a child or to choose to have and to obtain an abortion, except 
 line 34 as specifically limited by this article. 
 line 35 (c)   The state shall not deny or interfere with an individual’s 
 line 36 fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose to have 
 line 37 and to obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this 
 line 38 article. 
 line 39 SEC. 6. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 40 amended to read: 
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 line 1 123466. The state shall not deny or interfere with a pregnant 
 line 2 person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of 
 line 3 the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect the life or 
 line 4 health of the pregnant person. 
 line 5 SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 6 to read: 
 line 7 123467. (a)  Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not 
 line 8 be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
 line 9 deprived of their rights under this article, based on their actions 

 line 10 or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
 line 11 or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, 
 line 12 or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-related cause.
 line 13 causes that occurred in utero.
 line 14 (b)  A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising 
 line 15 their rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
 line 16 liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their rights, based 
 line 17 solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in 
 line 18 exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person’s 
 line 19 voluntary consent. 
 line 20 SEC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 21 amended to read: 
 line 22 123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if 
 line 23 performed by someone other than the pregnant person and if either 
 line 24 of the following is true: 
 line 25 (a)  The person performing the abortion is not a health care 
 line 26 provider authorized to perform an abortion pursuant to Section 
 line 27 2253 of the Business and Professions Code. 
 line 28 (b)  The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and both of the 
 line 29 following are established: 
 line 30 (1)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the 
 line 31 fetus was viable. 
 line 32 (2)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, 
 line 33 continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the 
 line 34 pregnant person. 
 line 35 SEC. 9. Section 123469 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 36 to read: 
 line 37 123469. (a)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in 
 line 38 violation of this article may bring a civil action against an offending 
 line 39 state actor in a state superior court. 
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 line 1 (b)  Whoever denies a right protected by this article, or aids, 
 line 2 incites, or conspires in that denial, is liable for each and every 
 line 3 offense for the actual damages suffered by any person denied that 
 line 4 right and, in addition, all of the following: 
 line 5 (1)  An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting 
 line 6 without a jury, for exemplary damages. 
 line 7 (2)  A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), 
 line 8 to be awarded to the person denied the right protected by this 
 line 9 article. 

 line 10 (3)  Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary 
 line 11 injunction, restraining order, or other order against the person or 
 line 12 persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant deems 
 line 13 necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in 
 line 14 this article. 
 line 15 (4)  Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s 
 line 16 fees and costs, including expert witness fees and other litigation 
 line 17 expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 
 line 18 brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney’s 
 line 19 fees, the court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained 
 line 20 relates to the relief sought. 
 line 21 (c)  An action under subdivision (b) shall be commenced within 
 line 22 three years of the alleged practice violation of this article. 
 line 23 (d)  (1)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation 
 line 24 of this article may also bring a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 
 line 25 of the Civil Code. Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of the 
 line 26 Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the 
 line 27 Civil Code may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any 
 line 28 judicial or administrative proceeding in violation of this article. 
 line 29 (2)  For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this 
 line 30 subdivision, the criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or 
 line 31 threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a person with 
 line 32 respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 33 outcome, constitutes “threat, intimidation, or coercion” pursuant 
 line 34 to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. 
 line 35 (e)  Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government 
 line 36 Code, providing for indemnification of an employee or former 
 line 37 employee of a public entity, apply to any cause of action brought 
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 line 1 under this section against an employee or former employee of a 
 line 2 public entity. 
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AMENDED IN SENATE JUNE 20, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY 19, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 6, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 17, 2022 

california legislature—2021–22 regular session 

ASSEMBLY BILL  No. 2223 

Introduced by Assembly Member Wicks 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Mullin) 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bauer-Kahan, Bennett, Berman,
Cristina Garcia, Haney, Jones-Sawyer, and Kalra) 

(Coauthors: Senators Gonzalez and Wiener)

February 15, 2022 

An act to amend Section 27491 of the Government Code, and to 
amend Sections 103005, 123462, 123466, and 123468 of, to add 
Sections 123467 and 123469 to, and to repeal Section 103000 of, the 
Health and Safety Code, relating to reproductive health. 

legislative counsel
’
s digest 

AB 2223, as amended, Wicks. Reproductive health. 
(1)  Existing law requires a county coroner to hold inquests to inquire 

into and determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of violent, 
sudden, or unusual deaths, including deaths related to or following 
known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. Existing law 
requires a coroner to register a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation, 
unless it is the result of a legal abortion. If a physician was not in 
attendance at the delivery of the fetus, existing law requires the fetal 
death to be handled as a death without medical attendance. Existing 
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law requires the coroner to state on the certificate of fetal death the time 
of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, and the conditions, 
if any, that gave rise to these causes. 

This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests 
for deaths related to or following known or suspected self-induced or 
criminal abortion, and would delete the requirement that an unattended 
fetal death be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill 
would prohibit using the coroner’s statements on the certificate of fetal 
death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil cause 
of damages against any person. a person who is immune from liability 
based on their actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or 
actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, or who aids a pregnant 
person in exercising their rights under the Reproductive Privacy Act, 
as specified.

(2)  Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. Existing law prohibits the state from 
interfering with a pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion 
before the fetus is viable or when it is necessary to protect the life and 
health of the pregnant person. Under existing law, an abortion is 
unauthorized if either the person performing the abortion is not a health 
care provider that is authorized to perform an abortion or the fetus is 
viable. 

Existing law, the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act, authorizes an individual 
whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of this state, has been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered 
with, to institute or prosecute in their own name and on their own behalf 
an action for damages, as prescribed. 

This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or 
criminal liability, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
or alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid or 
assist a pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive rights. The 
bill would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if performed by a 
person other than the pregnant person and either the person performing 
the abortion is not a health care provider that is authorized to perform 
an abortion or the fetus is viable. The bill would authorize a party
aggrieved by a violation of whose rights are protected by the 
Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a civil action against an offending 
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state actor, actor when those rights are interfered with by conduct or 
by statute, ordinance, or other state or local rule, regulation, or 
enactment in violation of the act, as specified, and would require a court, 
upon a motion, to award reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs to a 
prevailing plaintiff. The bill would also authorize a person aggrieved 
by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a civil action 
pursuant to the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act. The bill would provide for 
the indemnification of employees or former employees of public 
agencies who were acting within the scope of their employment. 

Vote:   majority.   Appropriation:   no.  Fiscal committee:   yes.​

State-mandated local program:   no.​

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

 line 1 SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the 
 line 2 following: 
 line 3 (a)  Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women 
 line 4 in 1994 to address the intersectional and multifactored issues that 
 line 5 women of color and their families face in society. 
 line 6 (b)  Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, 
 line 7 sexuality, gender, work, and reproduction. That right can only be 
 line 8 achieved when all people, particularly women and girls, have the 
 line 9 complete economic, social, and political power and resources to 

 line 10 make healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and 
 line 11 communities in all areas of their lives. At the core of reproductive 
 line 12 justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right to 
 line 13 have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent 
 line 14 the children we have with dignity and respect in safe and 
 line 15 sustainable communities. 
 line 16 (c)  A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in 
 line 17 California is clarifying that there shall be no civil and criminal 
 line 18 penalties for people’s actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 19 outcomes. 
 line 20 (d)  Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted 
 line 21 for having miscarriages or stillbirths or for self-managing an 
 line 22 abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear law that 
 line 23 ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have 
 line 24 investigated and prosecutors have charged people with homicide 
 line 25 for pregnancy losses. For example, the District Attorney in the 
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 line 1 County of Kings prosecuted two women for murder after they 
 line 2 suffered stillbirths.
 line 3 (e)  Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of 
 line 4 civil penalties for their actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 5 outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened against people 
 line 6 who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 
 line 7 (f)  Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as 
 line 8 many as one in five known pregnancies end in miscarriage. In 
 line 9 California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end in stillbirth, 

 line 10 meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy 
 line 11 losses have no known explanation. 
 line 12 (g)  People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including 
 line 13 self-managed abortion, which means ending one’s own pregnancy 
 line 14 outside of the medical system. 
 line 15 (h)  Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that 
 line 16 they can seek medical assistance during pregnancy without fear 
 line 17 of civil or criminal liability. 
 line 18 (i)  The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes 
 line 19 is partly traceable to out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
 line 20 duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. Based 
 line 21 on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report 
 line 22 people to law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to harmful 
 line 23 investigations and even unlawful prosecutions. 
 line 24 (j)  Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is 
 line 25 a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
 line 26 who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
 line 27 racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny of state 
 line 28 systems like child welfare or immigration. 
 line 29 (k)  The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on 
 line 30 pregnant people through child welfare, immigration, housing, or 
 line 31 other legal systems has a harmful effect on individual and public 
 line 32 health. When a person fears state action being taken against them 
 line 33 related to their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care 
 line 34 when they need it. If they do seek care, punishing them for actual, 
 line 35 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes with 
 line 36 professional care and endangers the relationship between providers 
 line 37 and patients. Existing law prohibits a positive toxicology screen 
 line 38 at the time of delivery of an infant from being, in and of itself, a 
 line 39 sufficient basis for reporting child abuse or neglect.
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 line 1 (l)  That is why major medical groups like the American Medical 
 line 2 Association, the American College of Obstetricians and 
 line 3 Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association oppose 
 line 4 civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged 
 line 5 pregnancy outcomes. 
 line 6 SEC. 2. Section 27491 of the Government Code is amended 
 line 7 to read: 
 line 8 27491. It shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and 
 line 9 determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all violent, 

 line 10 sudden, or unusual deaths; unattended deaths; deaths where the 
 line 11 deceased has not been attended by either a physician or a registered 
 line 12 nurse, who is a member of a hospice care interdisciplinary team, 
 line 13 as defined by subdivision (g) of Section 1746 of the Health and 
 line 14 Safety Code in the 20 days before death; known or suspected 
 line 15 homicide, suicide, or accidental poisoning; deaths known or 
 line 16 suspected as resulting in whole or in part from or related to accident 
 line 17 or injury either old or recent; deaths due to drowning, fire, hanging, 
 line 18 gunshot, stabbing, cutting, exposure, starvation, acute alcoholism, 
 line 19 drug addiction, strangulation, aspiration, or where the suspected 
 line 20 cause of death is sudden infant death syndrome; death in whole or 
 line 21 in part occasioned by criminal means; deaths associated with a 
 line 22 known or alleged rape; deaths in prison or while under sentence; 
 line 23 deaths known or suspected as due to contagious disease and 
 line 24 constituting a public hazard; deaths from occupational diseases or 
 line 25 occupational hazards; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving 
 line 26 the mentally disordered and operated by the State Department of 
 line 27 State Hospitals; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving the 
 line 28 developmentally disabled and operated by the State Department 
 line 29 of Developmental Services; deaths under circumstances that afford 
 line 30 a reasonable ground to suspect that the death was caused by the 
 line 31 criminal act of another; and any deaths reported by physicians or 
 line 32 other persons having knowledge of death for inquiry by coroner. 
 line 33 Inquiry pursuant to this section does not include those investigative 
 line 34 functions usually performed by other law enforcement agencies. 
 line 35 (a)  If the coroner conducts an inquiry pursuant to this section, 
 line 36 the coroner or a deputy shall personally sign the certificate of 
 line 37 death. If the death occurred in a state hospital, the coroner shall 
 line 38 forward a copy of the report to the state agency responsible for the 
 line 39 state hospital. 
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 line 1 (b)  The coroner shall have discretion to determine the extent of 
 line 2 inquiry to be made into any death occurring under natural 
 line 3 circumstances and falling within the provisions of this section, and 
 line 4 if inquiry determines that the physician of record has sufficient 
 line 5 knowledge to reasonably state the cause of a death occurring under 
 line 6 natural circumstances, the coroner may authorize that physician 
 line 7 to sign the certificate of death. 
 line 8 (c)  For the purpose of inquiry, the coroner shall have the right 
 line 9 to exhume the body of a deceased person when necessary to 

 line 10 discharge the responsibilities set forth in this section. 
 line 11 (d)  A funeral director, physician, or other person who has charge 
 line 12 of a deceased person’s body, when death occurred as a result of 
 line 13 any of the causes or circumstances described in this section, shall 
 line 14 immediately notify the coroner. A person who does not notify the 
 line 15 coroner as required by this section is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
 line 16 SEC. 3. Section 103000 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 17 repealed. 
 line 18 SEC. 4. Section 103005 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 19 amended to read: 
 line 20 103005. (a)  The coroner shall, within three days after 
 line 21 examination of the fetus, state on the certificate of fetal death the 
 line 22 time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
 line 23 conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical 
 line 24 and health section data as may be required on the certificate, and 
 line 25 shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The coroner shall, 
 line 26 within three days after examining the body, deliver the death 
 line 27 certificate to the attending funeral director. 
 line 28 (b)  This section shall not be used to establish, bring, or support 
 line 29 a criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages 
 line 30 against any person, whether or not they were the person who was 
 line 31 pregnant with the fetus. person who is immune from liability under 
 line 32 Section 123467. Through its courts and statutes and under its 
 line 33 Constitution, California protects the right to reproductive privacy, 
 line 34 and it is the intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these protections. 
 line 35 SEC. 5. Section 123462 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 36 amended to read: 
 line 37 123462. The Legislature finds and declares that every 
 line 38 individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect 
 line 39 to personal reproductive decisions, which entails the right to make 
 line 40 and effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, 
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 line 1 including prenatal care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, 
 line 2 sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage management, and infertility 
 line 3 care. Accordingly, it is the public policy of the State of California 
 line 4 that: 
 line 5 (a)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or 
 line 6 refuse birth control. 
 line 7 (b)   Every pregnant individual or individual who may become 
 line 8 pregnant has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to 
 line 9 choose to have and to obtain an abortion, except as specifically 

 line 10 limited by this article. 
 line 11 (c)   The state shall not deny or interfere with an individual’s
 line 12 the fundamental right of a pregnant individual or an individual 
 line 13 who may become pregnant to choose to bear a child or to choose 
 line 14 to have and to obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted 
 line 15 by this article. 
 line 16 SEC. 6. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 17 amended to read: 
 line 18 123466. The state shall not deny or interfere with a pregnant 
 line 19 person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of 
 line 20 the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect the life or 
 line 21 health of the pregnant person. 
 line 22 SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 23 to read: 
 line 24 123467. (a)  Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not 
 line 25 be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
 line 26 deprived of their rights under this article, based on their actions 
 line 27 or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
 line 28 or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, 
 line 29 or abortion, or perinatal death due to causes that occurred in utero. 
 line 30 (b)  A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising 
 line 31 their rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
 line 32 liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their rights, based 
 line 33 solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in 
 line 34 exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person’s 
 line 35 voluntary consent. 
 line 36 SEC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 37 amended to read: 
 line 38 123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if 
 line 39 performed by someone other than the pregnant person and if either 
 line 40 of the following is true: 
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 line 1 (a)  The person performing the abortion is not a health care 
 line 2 provider authorized to perform an abortion pursuant to Section 
 line 3 2253 of the Business and Professions Code. 
 line 4 (b)  The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and both of the 
 line 5 following are established: 
 line 6 (1)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the 
 line 7 fetus was viable. 
 line 8 (2)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, 
 line 9 continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the 

 line 10 pregnant person. 
 line 11 SEC. 9. Section 123469 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 12 to read: 
 line 13 123469. (a)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in 
 line 14 violation of this article whose reproductive rights are protected 
 line 15 by this article and whose reproductive rights are interfered with 
 line 16 by conduct or by a statute, ordinance, or other state or local rule, 
 line 17 regulation, or enactment in violation of this article may bring a 
 line 18 civil action against an offending state actor in a state superior court. 
 line 19 (b)  Whoever denies a right protected by this article, or aids, 
 line 20 incites, or conspires in that denial, is liable for each and every 
 line 21 offense for the actual damages suffered by any person denied that 
 line 22 right and, in addition, all of the following: 
 line 23 (1)  An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting 
 line 24 without a jury, for exemplary damages. 
 line 25 (2)  A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), 
 line 26 to be awarded to the person denied the right protected by this 
 line 27 article. 
 line 28 (3)  Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary 
 line 29 injunction, restraining order, or other order against the person or 
 line 30 persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant deems 
 line 31 necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in 
 line 32 this article. 
 line 33 (4)  Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s 
 line 34 fees and costs, including expert witness fees and other litigation 
 line 35 expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 
 line 36 brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney’s 
 line 37 fees, the court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained 
 line 38 relates to the relief sought. 
 line 39 (c)  An action under subdivision (b) shall be commenced within 
 line 40 three years of the alleged practice violation of this article. 
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 line 1 (d)  (1)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation 
 line 2 of this article may also bring a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 
 line 3 of the Civil Code. Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of the 
 line 4 Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the 
 line 5 Civil Code may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any 
 line 6 judicial or administrative proceeding in violation of this article. 
 line 7 (2)  For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this 
 line 8 subdivision, the criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or 
 line 9 threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a person with 

 line 10 respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 11 outcome, constitutes “threat, intimidation, or coercion” pursuant 
 line 12 to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. 
 line 13 (e)  Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government 
 line 14 Code, providing for indemnification of an employee or former 
 line 15 employee of a public entity, apply to any cause of action brought 
 line 16 under this section against an employee or former employee of a 
 line 17 public entity. 

O 
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AMENDED IN SENATE AUGUST 25, 2022 

AMENDED IN SENATE JUNE 20, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY 19, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 6, 2022 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 17, 2022 

california legislature—2021–22 regular session 

ASSEMBLY BILL  No. 2223 

Introduced by Assembly Member Wicks 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Mullin) 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bauer-Kahan, Bennett, Berman,
Bryan, Cristina Garcia, Haney, Jones-Sawyer, and Kalra) Kalra, 
and Santiago)

(Coauthors: Senators Gonzalez and Wiener) 

February 15, 2022 

An act to amend Section 27491 of the Government Code, and to 
amend Sections 103005, 123462, 123466, and 123468 of, to add 
Sections 123467 and 123469 to, and to repeal Section 103000 of, the 
Health and Safety Code, relating to reproductive health. 

legislative counsel
’
s digest 

AB 2223, as amended, Wicks. Reproductive health. 
(1)  Existing law requires a county coroner to hold inquests to inquire 

into and determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of violent, 
sudden, or unusual deaths, including deaths related to or following 
known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. Existing law 
requires a coroner to register a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation, 
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unless it is the result of a legal abortion. If a physician was not in 
attendance at the delivery of the fetus, existing law requires the fetal 
death to be handled as a death without medical attendance. Existing 
law requires the coroner to state on the certificate of fetal death the time 
of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, and the conditions, 
if any, that gave rise to these causes. 

This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests 
for deaths related to or following known or suspected self-induced or 
criminal abortion, and would delete the requirement that an unattended 
fetal death be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill 
would prohibit using the coroner’s statements on the certificate of fetal 
death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil cause 
of damages against a person who is immune from liability based on 
their actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, or who aids a pregnant person 
in exercising their rights under the Reproductive Privacy Act, as 
specified. 

(2)  Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. Existing law prohibits the state from 
interfering with a pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion 
before the fetus is viable or when it is necessary to protect the life and 
health of the pregnant person. Under existing law, an abortion is 
unauthorized if either the person performing the abortion is not a health 
care provider that is authorized to perform an abortion or the fetus is 
viable. 

Existing law, the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act, authorizes an individual 
whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of this state, has been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered 
with, to institute or prosecute in their own name and on their own behalf 
an action for damages, as prescribed. 

This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or 
criminal liability, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
or alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid or 
assist a woman or pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive 
rights. The bill would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if 
performed by a person other than the pregnant person and either the 
person performing the abortion is not a health care provider that is 
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authorized to perform an abortion or the fetus is viable. The bill would 
authorize a party whose rights are protected by the Reproductive Privacy 
Act to bring a civil action against an offending state actor when those 
rights are interfered with by conduct or by statute, ordinance, or other 
state or local rule, regulation, or enactment in violation of the act, as 
specified, and would require a court, upon a motion, to award reasonable 
attorneys’ fees and costs to a prevailing plaintiff. The bill would also 
authorize a person aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy 
Act to bring a civil action pursuant to the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act. 
The bill would provide for the indemnification of employees or former 
employees of public agencies who were acting within the scope of their 
employment. 

(3)  This bill would incorporate additional changes to Section 123466 
of the Health and Safety Code proposed by AB 2091 to be operative 
only if this bill and AB 2091 are enacted and this bill is enacted last. 

Vote:   majority.   Appropriation:   no.  Fiscal committee:   yes.​

State-mandated local program:   no.​

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

 line 1 SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the 
 line 2 following: 
 line 3 (a)  Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women 
 line 4 in 1994 to address the intersectional and multifactored issues that 
 line 5 women of color and their families face in society. 
 line 6 (b)  Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, 
 line 7 sexuality, gender, work, and reproduction. That right can only be 
 line 8 achieved when all people, particularly women and girls, have the 
 line 9 complete economic, social, and political power and resources to 

 line 10 make healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and 
 line 11 communities in all areas of their lives. At the core of reproductive 
 line 12 justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right to 
 line 13 have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent 
 line 14 the children we have with dignity and respect in safe and 
 line 15 sustainable communities. 
 line 16 (c)  A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in 
 line 17 California is clarifying that there shall be no civil and criminal 
 line 18 penalties for people’s actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 19 outcomes. 
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 line 1 (d)  Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted 
 line 2 for having miscarriages or stillbirths or for self-managing an 
 line 3 abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear law that 
 line 4 ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have 
 line 5 investigated and prosecutors have charged people with homicide 
 line 6 for pregnancy losses. For example, the District Attorney in the 
 line 7 County of Kings prosecuted two women for murder after they 
 line 8 suffered stillbirths. 
 line 9 (e)  Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of 

 line 10 civil penalties for their actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 11 outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened against people 
 line 12 who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 
 line 13 (f)  Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as 
 line 14 many as one in five known pregnancies end in miscarriage. In 
 line 15 California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end in stillbirth, 
 line 16 meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy 
 line 17 losses have no known explanation. 
 line 18 (g)  People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including 
 line 19 self-managed abortion, which means ending one’s own pregnancy 
 line 20 outside of the medical system. 
 line 21 (h)  Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that 
 line 22 they can seek medical assistance during pregnancy without fear 
 line 23 of civil or criminal liability. 
 line 24 (i)  The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes 
 line 25 is partly traceable to out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
 line 26 duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. Based 
 line 27 on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report 
 line 28 people to law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to harmful 
 line 29 investigations and even unlawful prosecutions. 
 line 30 (j)  Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is 
 line 31 a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
 line 32 who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
 line 33 racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny of state 
 line 34 systems like child welfare or immigration. 
 line 35 (k)  The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on 
 line 36 pregnant people through child welfare, immigration, housing, or 
 line 37 other legal systems has a harmful effect on individual and public 
 line 38 health. When a person fears state action being taken against them 
 line 39 related to their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care 
 line 40 when they need it. If they do seek care, punishing them for actual, 
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 line 1 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes with 
 line 2 professional care and endangers the relationship between providers 
 line 3 and patients. Existing law prohibits a positive toxicology screen 
 line 4 at the time of delivery of an infant from being, in and of itself, a 
 line 5 sufficient basis for reporting child abuse or neglect. 
 line 6 (l)  That is why major medical groups like the American Medical 
 line 7 Association, the American College of Obstetricians and 
 line 8 Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association oppose 
 line 9 civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged 

 line 10 pregnancy outcomes. 
 line 11 SEC. 2. Section 27491 of the Government Code is amended 
 line 12 to read: 
 line 13 27491. It shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and 
 line 14 determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all violent, 
 line 15 sudden, or unusual deaths; unattended deaths; deaths where the 
 line 16 deceased has not been attended by either a physician or a registered 
 line 17 nurse, who is a member of a hospice care interdisciplinary team, 
 line 18 as defined by subdivision (g) of Section 1746 of the Health and 
 line 19 Safety Code in the 20 days before death; known or suspected 
 line 20 homicide, suicide, or accidental poisoning; deaths known or 
 line 21 suspected as resulting in whole or in part from or related to accident 
 line 22 or injury either old or recent; deaths due to drowning, fire, hanging, 
 line 23 gunshot, stabbing, cutting, exposure, starvation, acute alcoholism, 
 line 24 drug addiction, strangulation, aspiration, or where the suspected 
 line 25 cause of death is sudden infant death syndrome; death in whole or 
 line 26 in part occasioned by criminal means; deaths associated with a 
 line 27 known or alleged rape; deaths in prison or while under sentence; 
 line 28 deaths known or suspected as due to contagious disease and 
 line 29 constituting a public hazard; deaths from occupational diseases or 
 line 30 occupational hazards; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving 
 line 31 the mentally disordered and operated by the State Department of 
 line 32 State Hospitals; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving the 
 line 33 developmentally disabled and operated by the State Department 
 line 34 of Developmental Services; deaths under circumstances that afford 
 line 35 a reasonable ground to suspect that the death was caused by the 
 line 36 criminal act of another; and any deaths reported by physicians or 
 line 37 other persons having knowledge of death for inquiry by coroner. 
 line 38 Inquiry pursuant to this section does not include those investigative 
 line 39 functions usually performed by other law enforcement agencies. 

94 

AB 2223 — 5 — 

  

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1117

1777



 line 1 (a)  If the coroner conducts an inquiry pursuant to this section, 
 line 2 the coroner or a deputy shall personally sign the certificate of 
 line 3 death. If the death occurred in a state hospital, the coroner shall 
 line 4 forward a copy of the report to the state agency responsible for the 
 line 5 state hospital. 
 line 6 (b)  The coroner shall have discretion to determine the extent of 
 line 7 inquiry to be made into any death occurring under natural 
 line 8 circumstances and falling within the provisions of this section, and 
 line 9 if inquiry determines that the physician of record has sufficient 

 line 10 knowledge to reasonably state the cause of a death occurring under 
 line 11 natural circumstances, the coroner may authorize that physician 
 line 12 to sign the certificate of death. 
 line 13 (c)  For the purpose of inquiry, the coroner shall have the right 
 line 14 to exhume the body of a deceased person when necessary to 
 line 15 discharge the responsibilities set forth in this section. 
 line 16 (d)  A funeral director, physician, or other person who has charge 
 line 17 of a deceased person’s body, when death occurred as a result of 
 line 18 any of the causes or circumstances described in this section, shall 
 line 19 immediately notify the coroner. A person who does not notify the 
 line 20 coroner as required by this section is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
 line 21 SEC. 3. Section 103000 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 22 repealed. 
 line 23 SEC. 4. Section 103005 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 24 amended to read: 
 line 25 103005. (a)  The coroner shall, within three days after 
 line 26 examination of the fetus, state on the certificate of fetal death the 
 line 27 time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
 line 28 conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical 
 line 29 and health section data as may be required on the certificate, and 
 line 30 shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The coroner shall, 
 line 31 within three days after examining the body, deliver the death 
 line 32 certificate to the attending funeral director. 
 line 33 (b)  This section shall not be used to establish, bring, or support 
 line 34 a criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages 
 line 35 against any person who is immune from liability under Section 
 line 36 123467. Through its courts and statutes and under its Constitution, 
 line 37 California protects the right to reproductive privacy, and it is the 
 line 38 intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these protections. 
 line 39 SEC. 5. Section 123462 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 40 amended to read: 
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 line 1 123462. The Legislature finds and declares that every 
 line 2 individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect 
 line 3 to personal reproductive decisions, which entails the right to make 
 line 4 and effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, 
 line 5 including prenatal care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, 
 line 6 sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage management, and infertility 
 line 7 care. Accordingly, it is the public policy of the State of California 
 line 8 that: 
 line 9 (a)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or 

 line 10 refuse birth control. 
 line 11 (b)   Every pregnant individual or individual who may become 
 line 12 pregnant has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to 
 line 13 choose to have and to obtain an abortion, except as specifically 
 line 14 limited by this article. 
 line 15 (c)   The state shall not deny or interfere with the fundamental 
 line 16 right of a pregnant individual or an individual who may become 
 line 17 pregnant to choose to bear a child or to choose to have and to 
 line 18 obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this article. 
 line 19 SEC. 6. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 20 amended to read: 
 line 21 123466. The state shall not deny or interfere with a woman’s 
 line 22 or pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to 
 line 23 viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect 
 line 24 the life or health of the woman or pregnant person. 
 line 25 SEC. 6.5. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 26 amended to read:
 line 27 123466. (a)  The state may shall not deny or interfere with a 
 line 28 woman’s or pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion 
 line 29 prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to 
 line 30 protect the life or health of the woman. woman or pregnant person.
 line 31 (b)  A person shall not be compelled in a state, county, city, or 
 line 32 other local criminal, administrative, legislative, or other 
 line 33 proceeding to identify or provide information that would identify 
 line 34 or that is related to an individual who has sought or obtained an 
 line 35 abortion if the information is being requested based on either 
 line 36 another state’s laws that interfere with a person’s rights under 
 line 37 subdivision (a) or a foreign penal civil action, as defined in Section 
 line 38 2029.200 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 
 line 39 SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 40 to read: 
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 line 1 123467. (a)  Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not 
 line 2 be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
 line 3 deprived of their rights under this article, based on their actions 
 line 4 or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
 line 5 or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, 
 line 6 or abortion, or perinatal death due to causes that occurred in utero. 
 line 7 (b)  A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising 
 line 8 their rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
 line 9 liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their rights, based 

 line 10 solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in 
 line 11 exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person’s 
 line 12 voluntary consent. 
 line 13 SEC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is 
 line 14 amended to read: 
 line 15 123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if 
 line 16 performed by someone other than the pregnant person and if either 
 line 17 of the following is true: 
 line 18 (a)  The person performing the abortion is not a health care 
 line 19 provider authorized to perform an abortion pursuant to Section 
 line 20 2253 of the Business and Professions Code. 
 line 21 (b)  The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and both of the 
 line 22 following are established: 
 line 23 (1)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the 
 line 24 fetus was viable. 
 line 25 (2)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, 
 line 26 continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the 
 line 27 pregnant person. 
 line 28 SEC. 9. Section 123469 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
 line 29 to read: 
 line 30 123469. (a)  A party whose reproductive rights are protected 
 line 31 by this article and whose reproductive rights are interfered with 
 line 32 by conduct or by a statute, ordinance, or other state or local rule, 
 line 33 regulation, or enactment in violation of this article may bring a 
 line 34 civil action against an offending state actor in a state superior court. 
 line 35 (b)  Whoever denies a right protected by this article, or aids, 
 line 36 incites, or conspires in that denial, is liable for each and every 
 line 37 offense for the actual damages suffered by any person denied that 
 line 38 right and, in addition, all of the following: 
 line 39 (1)  An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting 
 line 40 without a jury, for exemplary damages. 
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 line 1 (2)  A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), 
 line 2 to be awarded to the person denied the right protected by this 
 line 3 article. 
 line 4 (3)  Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary 
 line 5 injunction, restraining order, or other order against the person or 
 line 6 persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant deems 
 line 7 necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in 
 line 8 this article. 
 line 9 (4)  Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s 

 line 10 fees and costs, including expert witness fees and other litigation 
 line 11 expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 
 line 12 brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney’s 
 line 13 fees, the court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained 
 line 14 relates to the relief sought. 
 line 15 (c)  An action under subdivision (b) shall be commenced within 
 line 16 three years of the alleged practice violation of this article. 
 line 17 (d)  (1)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation 
 line 18 of this article may also bring a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 
 line 19 of the Civil Code. Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of the 
 line 20 Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the 
 line 21 Civil Code may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any 
 line 22 judicial or administrative proceeding in violation of this article. 
 line 23 (2)  For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this 
 line 24 subdivision, the criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or 
 line 25 threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a person with 
 line 26 respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
 line 27 outcome, constitutes “threat, intimidation, or coercion” pursuant 
 line 28 to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. 
 line 29 (e)  Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government 
 line 30 Code, providing for indemnification of an employee or former 
 line 31 employee of a public entity, apply to any cause of action brought 
 line 32 under this section against an employee or former employee of a 
 line 33 public entity. 
 line 34 SEC. 10. Section 6.5 of this bill incorporates amendments to 
 line 35 Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code proposed by this 
 line 36 bill and Assembly Bill 2091. That section of this bill shall only 
 line 37 become operative if (1) both bills are enacted and become effective 
 line 38 on or before January 1, 2023, (2) each bill amends Section 123466 
 line 39 of the Health and Safety Code, and (3) this bill is enacted after 
 line 40 Assembly Bill 2091, in which case Section 123466 of the Health 
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 line 1 and Safety Code, as amended by Assembly Bill 2091, shall remain 
 line 2 operative only until the operative date of this bill, at which time 
 line 3 Section 6.5 of this bill shall become operative, and Section 6 of 
 line 4 this bill shall not become operative. 
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Assembly Bill No. 2223 

CHAPTER 629 

An act to amend Section 27491 of the Government Code, and to amend 
Sections 103005, 123462, 123466, and 123468 of, to add Sections 123467 
and 123469 to, and to repeal Section 103000 of, the Health and Safety Code, 
relating to reproductive health. 

[Approved by Governor September 27, 2022. Filed with 
Secretary of State September 27, 2022.] 

legislative counsel
’
s digest 

AB 2223, Wicks. Reproductive health. 
(1)  Existing law requires a county coroner to hold inquests to inquire 

into and determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of violent, sudden, 
or unusual deaths, including deaths related to or following known or 
suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. Existing law requires a coroner 
to register a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation, unless it is the result of 
a legal abortion. If a physician was not in attendance at the delivery of the 
fetus, existing law requires the fetal death to be handled as a death without 
medical attendance. Existing law requires the coroner to state on the 
certificate of fetal death the time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal 
death, and the conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes. 

This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests for 
deaths related to or following known or suspected self-induced or criminal 
abortion, and would delete the requirement that an unattended fetal death 
be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill would prohibit 
using the coroner’s statements on the certificate of fetal death to establish, 
bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil cause of damages against 
a person who is immune from liability based on their actions or omissions 
with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, or who aids a pregnant person in exercising their rights under the 
Reproductive Privacy Act, as specified. 

(2)  Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. Existing law prohibits the state from 
interfering with a pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion 
before the fetus is viable or when it is necessary to protect the life and health 
of the pregnant person. Under existing law, an abortion is unauthorized if 
either the person performing the abortion is not a health care provider that 
is authorized to perform an abortion or the fetus is viable. 

Existing law, the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act, authorizes an individual 
whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or laws 
of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or laws of this 
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state, has been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered with, to institute 
or prosecute in their own name and on their own behalf an action for 
damages, as prescribed. 

This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or criminal 
liability, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their actions or 
omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged 
pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid or assist a woman 
or pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive rights. The bill 
would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if performed by a person other 
than the pregnant person and either the person performing the abortion is 
not a health care provider that is authorized to perform an abortion or the 
fetus is viable. The bill would authorize a party whose rights are protected 
by the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a civil action against an offending 
state actor when those rights are interfered with by conduct or by statute, 
ordinance, or other state or local rule, regulation, or enactment in violation 
of the act, as specified, and would require a court, upon a motion, to award 
reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs to a prevailing plaintiff. The bill would 
also authorize a person aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy 
Act to bring a civil action pursuant to the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act. The 
bill would provide for the indemnification of employees or former employees 
of public agencies who were acting within the scope of their employment. 

(3)  This bill would incorporate additional changes to Section 123466 of 
the Health and Safety Code proposed by AB 2091 to be operative only if 
this bill and AB 2091 are enacted and this bill is enacted last. 

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a)  Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women in 1994 

to address the intersectional and multifactored issues that women of color 
and their families face in society. 

(b)  Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, 
sexuality, gender, work, and reproduction. That right can only be achieved 
when all people, particularly women and girls, have the complete economic, 
social, and political power and resources to make healthy decisions about 
their bodies, families, and communities in all areas of their lives. At the 
core of reproductive justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, 
the right to have children, the right to not have children, and the right to 
parent the children we have with dignity and respect in safe and sustainable 
communities. 

(c)  A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in California 
is clarifying that there shall be no civil and criminal penalties for people’s 
actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes. 

(d)  Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted for having 
miscarriages or stillbirths or for self-managing an abortion. California has 
not been exempt. Despite clear law that ending or losing a pregnancy is not 

92 

— 2 — Ch. 629 

  

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1124

1784



a crime, police have investigated and prosecutors have charged people with 
homicide for pregnancy losses. For example, the District Attorney in the 
County of Kings prosecuted two women for murder after they suffered 
stillbirths. 

(e)  Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of civil 
penalties for their actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes and civil 
penalties have been threatened against people who aid or assist pregnant 
people in exercising their rights. 

(f)  Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as many as 
one in five known pregnancies end in miscarriage. In California, as many 
as 2,365 pregnancies per year end in stillbirth, meaning perinatal loss after 
20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy losses have no known explanation. 

(g)  People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including 
self-managed abortion, which means ending one’s own pregnancy outside 
of the medical system. 

(h)  Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that they can 
seek medical assistance during pregnancy without fear of civil or criminal 
liability. 

(i)  The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes is partly 
traceable to out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate 
certain abortions and pregnancy losses. Based on these provisions, health 
care providers and institutions report people to law enforcement for 
pregnancy losses, leading to harmful investigations and even unlawful 
prosecutions. 

(j)  Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is a critical 
issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who experience 
adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and 
are more likely to be under scrutiny of state systems like child welfare or 
immigration. 

(k)  The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on pregnant 
people through child welfare, immigration, housing, or other legal systems 
has a harmful effect on individual and public health. When a person fears 
state action being taken against them related to their pregnancy, they are 
less likely to seek medical care when they need it. If they do seek care, 
punishing them for actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes 
interferes with professional care and endangers the relationship between 
providers and patients. Existing law prohibits a positive toxicology screen 
at the time of delivery of an infant from being, in and of itself, a sufficient 
basis for reporting child abuse or neglect. 

(l)  That is why major medical groups like the American Medical 
Association, the American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, and 
the American Public Health Association oppose civil and criminal penalties 
for actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes. 

SEC. 2. Section 27491 of the Government Code is amended to read: 
27491. It shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and determine 

the circumstances, manner, and cause of all violent, sudden, or unusual 
deaths; unattended deaths; deaths where the deceased has not been attended 
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by either a physician or a registered nurse, who is a member of a hospice 
care interdisciplinary team, as defined by subdivision (g) of Section 1746 
of the Health and Safety Code in the 20 days before death; known or 
suspected homicide, suicide, or accidental poisoning; deaths known or 
suspected as resulting in whole or in part from or related to accident or 
injury either old or recent; deaths due to drowning, fire, hanging, gunshot, 
stabbing, cutting, exposure, starvation, acute alcoholism, drug addiction, 
strangulation, aspiration, or where the suspected cause of death is sudden 
infant death syndrome; death in whole or in part occasioned by criminal 
means; deaths associated with a known or alleged rape; deaths in prison or 
while under sentence; deaths known or suspected as due to contagious 
disease and constituting a public hazard; deaths from occupational diseases 
or occupational hazards; deaths of patients in state hospitals serving the 
mentally disordered and operated by the State Department of State Hospitals; 
deaths of patients in state hospitals serving the developmentally disabled 
and operated by the State Department of Developmental Services; deaths 
under circumstances that afford a reasonable ground to suspect that the 
death was caused by the criminal act of another; and any deaths reported 
by physicians or other persons having knowledge of death for inquiry by 
coroner. Inquiry pursuant to this section does not include those investigative 
functions usually performed by other law enforcement agencies. 

(a)  If the coroner conducts an inquiry pursuant to this section, the coroner 
or a deputy shall personally sign the certificate of death. If the death occurred 
in a state hospital, the coroner shall forward a copy of the report to the state 
agency responsible for the state hospital. 

(b)  The coroner shall have discretion to determine the extent of inquiry 
to be made into any death occurring under natural circumstances and falling 
within the provisions of this section, and if inquiry determines that the 
physician of record has sufficient knowledge to reasonably state the cause 
of a death occurring under natural circumstances, the coroner may authorize 
that physician to sign the certificate of death. 

(c)  For the purpose of inquiry, the coroner shall have the right to exhume 
the body of a deceased person when necessary to discharge the 
responsibilities set forth in this section. 

(d)  A funeral director, physician, or other person who has charge of a 
deceased person’s body, when death occurred as a result of any of the causes 
or circumstances described in this section, shall immediately notify the 
coroner. A person who does not notify the coroner as required by this section 
is guilty of a misdemeanor. 

SEC. 3. Section 103000 of the Health and Safety Code is repealed. 
SEC. 4. Section 103005 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to 

read: 
103005. (a)  The coroner shall, within three days after examination of 

the fetus, state on the certificate of fetal death the time of fetal death, the 
direct causes of the fetal death, the conditions, if any, that gave rise to these 
causes, and other medical and health section data as may be required on the 
certificate, and shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The coroner 
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shall, within three days after examining the body, deliver the death certificate 
to the attending funeral director. 

(b)  This section shall not be used to establish, bring, or support a criminal 
prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages against any person 
who is immune from liability under Section 123467. Through its courts and 
statutes and under its Constitution, California protects the right to 
reproductive privacy, and it is the intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these 
protections. 

SEC. 5. Section 123462 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to 
read: 

123462. The Legislature finds and declares that every individual 
possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal 
reproductive decisions, which entails the right to make and effectuate 
decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, including prenatal care, 
childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, sterilization, abortion care, 
miscarriage management, and infertility care. Accordingly, it is the public 
policy of the State of California that: 

(a)   Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth 
control. 

(b)   Every pregnant individual or individual who may become pregnant 
has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose to have and 
to obtain an abortion, except as specifically limited by this article. 

(c)   The state shall not deny or interfere with the fundamental right of a 
pregnant individual or an individual who may become pregnant to choose 
to bear a child or to choose to have and to obtain an abortion, except as 
specifically permitted by this article. 

SEC. 6. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to 
read: 

123466. The state shall not deny or interfere with a woman’s or pregnant 
person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, 
or when the abortion is necessary to protect the life or health of the woman 
or pregnant person. 

SEC. 6.5. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to 
read: 

123466. (a)  The state shall not deny or interfere with a woman’s or 
pregnant person’s right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of 
the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect the life or health of 
the woman or pregnant person. 

(b)  A person shall not be compelled in a state, county, city, or other local 
criminal, administrative, legislative, or other proceeding to identify or 
provide information that would identify or that is related to an individual 
who has sought or obtained an abortion if the information is being requested 
based on either another state’s laws that interfere with a person’s rights 
under subdivision (a) or a foreign penal civil action, as defined in Section 
2029.200 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read: 
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123467. (a)  Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject 
to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights 
under this article, based on their actions or omissions with respect to their 
pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including 
miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to causes that 
occurred in utero. 

(b)  A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their 
rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or 
penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their rights, based solely on their actions 
to aid or assist a pregnant person in exercising their rights under this article 
with the pregnant person’s voluntary consent. 

SEC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to 
read: 

123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if performed 
by someone other than the pregnant person and if either of the following is 
true: 

(a)  The person performing the abortion is not a health care provider 
authorized to perform an abortion pursuant to Section 2253 of the Business 
and Professions Code. 

(b)  The abortion is performed on a viable fetus, and both of the following 
are established: 

(1)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the fetus was 
viable. 

(2)  In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, continuation of 
the pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the pregnant person. 

SEC. 9. Section 123469 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read: 
123469. (a)  A party whose reproductive rights are protected by this 

article and whose reproductive rights are interfered with by conduct or by 
a statute, ordinance, or other state or local rule, regulation, or enactment in 
violation of this article may bring a civil action against an offending state 
actor in a state superior court. 

(b)  Whoever denies a right protected by this article, or aids, incites, or 
conspires in that denial, is liable for each and every offense for the actual 
damages suffered by any person denied that right and, in addition, all of the 
following: 

(1)  An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting without a 
jury, for exemplary damages. 

(2)  A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), to be 
awarded to the person denied the right protected by this article. 

(3)  Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary injunction, 
restraining order, or other order against the person or persons responsible 
for the conduct, as the complainant deems necessary to ensure the full 
enjoyment of the rights described in this article. 

(4)  Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s fees and 
costs, including expert witness fees and other litigation expenses, to a 
plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action brought pursuant to this 
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section. In awarding reasonable attorney’s fees, the court shall consider the 
degree to which the relief obtained relates to the relief sought. 

(c)  An action under subdivision (b) shall be commenced within three 
years of the alleged practice violation of this article. 

(d)  (1)  A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this 
article may also bring a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil 
Code. Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of the Government Code, a civil action 
pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code may be based upon instituting 
or prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding in violation of this 
article. 

(2)  For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this subdivision, the 
criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, 
arrest, or prosecution, of a person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, constitutes “threat, intimidation, 
or coercion” pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. 

(e)  Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government Code, 
providing for indemnification of an employee or former employee of a 
public entity, apply to any cause of action brought under this section against 
an employee or former employee of a public entity. 

SEC. 10. Section 6.5 of this bill incorporates amendments to Section 
123466 of the Health and Safety Code proposed by this bill and Assembly 
Bill 2091. That section of this bill shall only become operative if (1) both 
bills are enacted and become effective on or before January 1, 2023, (2) 
each bill amends Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code, and (3) 
this bill is enacted after Assembly Bill 2091, in which case Section 123466 
of the Health and Safety Code, as amended by Assembly Bill 2091, shall 
remain operative only until the operative date of this bill, at which time 
Section 6.5 of this bill shall become operative, and Section 6 of this bill 
shall not become operative. 

O 
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Date of Hearing:  April 5, 2022 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
Mark Stone, Chair 

AB 2223 (Wicks) – As Amended March 17, 2022 

As Proposed to be Amended 

SUBJECT:  REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH 

KEY ISSUES:   

1) SHOULD STATE LAWS THAT PROHIBIT THE IMPOSITION OF CIVIL AND 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR PREGNANCY LOSS BE STRENGTHENED AND 
CLARIFIED? 

2) SHOULD A NEW PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION BE CREATED IN THE LAW THAT 
ALLOWS INDIVIDUALS WHOSE RIGHTS TO BE FREE OF CIVIL AND CRIMINAL 
PENALTIES FOR PREGANCY LOSS ARE VIOLATED TO SEEK ACCOUNTABILITY 
FOR THOSE VIOLATIONS IN THE STATE’S CIVIL COURTS? 

SYNOPSIS 

This bill seeks to further clarify and strengthen California’s already strong legal protections 
against civil liability and criminal prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of their unborn 
fetus, creates a new civil action allowing individuals whose rights under the Reproductive 
Privacy Act are violated to seek accountability against “state actors” in the civil courts; and 
allows a civil action under the Bane Act (Civil Code Section 52.1) to be based upon violation of 
the bill, including for an exercise of prosecutorial discretion. The analysis reviews how existing 
criminal homicide statutes prohibit prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of their 
unborn fetus. Existing state law also prohibits a civil cause of action for prenatal torts (civil 
actions involving an unborn child). The analysis also points out that while other states are 
adopting increasingly aggressive measures to limit abortions, California continues to protect 
reproductive rights.  

The bill has two main provisions. First, it reiterates, and arguably strengthens, the protections in 
existing state law that prohibit civil or criminal liability for the acts of a pregnant person in 
relation to their pregnancy outcomes. Second, it creates a new private right of action for 
violations of rights protected by the Reproductive Privacy Act. The analysis points out that there 
are some issues with the wording of Sections 7 of the bill in print (the immunity provision) 
because it has (1) an unintended impact on child welfare laws; and (2) creates the mistaken and 
unintended impression that the bill’s immunities could apply to cases where a newborn’s death 
was the result of a cause that was not related to the parent’s acts or omissions during pregnancy. 
Similarly, Section 9 of the bill in print (the private right of action) appears to (1) inappropriately 
dictate the parameters of federal court jurisdiction; (2) provide inadequate remedies to a 
plaintiff; and (3) inadequately address general and specific forms of governmental immunity. 
The author proposes amendments to address all of these issues. The amendments are 
incorporated into the Summary of the bill, below, and explained in the analysis.  
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The bill is co-sponsored by ACLU California Action, Black Women for Wellness, California 
Latinas for Reproductive Justice, If/When/How: Lawyering for Reproductive Justice, NARAL 
Pro-Choice California, and Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California. It is also supported by 
a large number of reproductive health advocates, public health associations, organizations 
advocating to improve maternal and infant health, as well as civil rights advocacy organizations. 
The bill is opposed by a large number of religious organizations, organizations that oppose 
abortion rights, and numerous individuals. 

SUMMARY: Strengthens and clarifies the state’s existing prohibitions on imposing civil and 
criminal penalties for pregnancy loss, creates a new civil action that allows individuals whose 
rights to be free of civil and criminal penalties for pregnancy loss are violated to seek 
accountability, and limits the duties of coroners to be consistent with those laws. Specifically, 
this bill:  

1) Makes the following findings and declarations on the part of the Legislature:  

a) Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women in 1994 to address the 
intersectional and multifactored issues that women of color and their families face in 
society. 

b) Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, sexuality, gender, work, 
and reproduction. That right can only be achieved when all people, particularly women 
and girls, have the complete economic, social, and political power and resources to make 
healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and communities in all areas of their lives. 
At the core of reproductive justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right 
to have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent the children we 
have with dignity and respect in safe and sustainable communities. 

c) A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in California is clarifying that 
there shall be no civil and criminal penalties for people’s actual, potential, or alleged 
pregnancy outcomes. 

d) Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted for having miscarriages or 
stillbirths or for self-managing an abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear 
law that ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have investigated and 
prosecutors have charged people with homicide for pregnancy losses. 

e) Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of civil penalties for their 
actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened 
against people who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 

f) Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as many as one in five known 
pregnancies end in miscarriage. In California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end 
in stillbirth, meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy losses have 
no known explanation. 

g) People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including self-managed abortion, which 
means ending one’s own pregnancy outside of the medical system. 
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h) Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that they can seek medical 
assistance during pregnancy without fear of civil or criminal liability. 

i) The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes is partly traceable to out-of-
date provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy 
losses. Based on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report people to 
law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to harmful investigations and even 
unlawful prosecutions. 

j) Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is a critical issue for Black, 
Indigenous, and other people of color, who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a 
result of systemic racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny of state 
systems like child welfare or immigration. 

k) The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on pregnant people through child 
welfare, immigration, housing, or other legal systems has a harmful effect on individual 
and public health. When a person fears state action being taken against them related to 
their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care when they need it. If they do 
seek care, punishing them for actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes 
with professional care and endangers the relationship between providers and patients. 

l) That is why major medical groups like the American Medical Association, the American 
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association 
oppose civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes. 

2) Repeals Government Code Section 103000, which provides that. “All other fetal deaths 
required to be registered under this chapter shall be handled as are deaths without medical 
attendance.” 

3) Removes from existing law, under existing duties of the coroner, the duty to inquire into and 
determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all deaths related to or following known 
or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. 

4) Clarifies that existing law, requiring a coroner to examine a fetus and state on the certificate 
of fetal death, among other things, the direct causes of the fetal death, the conditions, if any, 
that gave rise to the cause or causes, shall not be used to establish, bring, or support a 
criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages against any person, whether or 
not they were the person who was pregnant with the fetus. Through its courts and statutes 
and under its Constitution, California protects the right to reproductive privacy, and it is the 
intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these protections. 

5) States that the Legislature finds and declares that every individual possesses a fundamental 
right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive decisions, which entails the right to 
make and effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, including prenatal 
care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage 
management, and infertility care. 

6) Provides that notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights under this article, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
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outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-
related cause. 

7) Provides that a person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their rights under 
this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise be 
deprived of their rights, based solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in 
exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person’s voluntary consent. 

8) Clarifies that an abortion is unauthorized if it meets all of the criteria specified in existing law 
and it is performed by someone other than the pregnant person. 

9) Allows a party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of the Reproductive Privacy 
Act (Sections 123460 – 123468 of the Health & Safety Code) to bring a civil action against 
an offending state actor in a state superior court. 

10) States that whoever denies the right protected by this article, or aids, incites, or conspires in 
that denial, is liable for each and every offense for the actual damages suffered by any person 
denied that right and, in addition, the following: 

a) An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting without a jury, for exemplary 
damages. 

b) A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) to be awarded to the person 
denied the right protected by this article. An action shall be commenced within three 
years of the alleged practice in violation of this article. 

c) Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary injunction, restraining order, or other 
order against the person or persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant deems 
necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in this article. 

11) Provides that, upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s fees and costs, 
including expert witness fees and other litigation expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing 
party in an action brought pursuant to 9), above. In awarding reasonable attorney’s fees, the 
court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained relates to the relief sought. 

12) Allows a party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article to also bring a 
civil action pursuant to the Bane Civil Rights Act; and provides that notwithstanding the 
existing immunities in Section 821.6 of the Government Code, a civil action pursuant to 
Bane Act may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative 
proceeding in violation of this article. Provides, for purpose of establishing liability, that the 
criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, 
of a person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, constitutes “threat, intimidation, or coercion” pursuant to the Bane Act. 

13) Changes gendered terminology in relevant code sections and eliminates the offensive and 
outdated “crime against nature” from existing code. 

14) Specifies that Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government Code, which provide 
for defense and indemnification of an employee or former employee of a public entity, shall 
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apply to any cause of action brought under this section against an employee or former 
employee of a public entity. 

EXISTING LAW:   

1) Provides that full faith and credit must be given in each state to the public acts, records, and 
judicial proceedings of every other state, and that the United States Congress may by general 
laws prescribe the manner in which such acts, records and proceedings must be proved, and 
the effect thereof. (U.S. Const. art. IV, sec. 1.) 

2) Holds that the state cannot interfere with the fundamental right of a woman to control her life 
and future by restricting the right to obtain an abortion unless and until there is a compelling 
reason for doing so; and that a compelling interest in protecting the potential life of the fetus 
cannot be asserted until the fetus is “viable” (usually at the beginning of the last trimester of 
pregnancy), and even then a woman has to have access to an abortion if it were necessary to 
preserve her life or health. (Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 113.) 

3) Provides that it shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and determine the 
circumstances, manner, and cause of all specified types of death, including but not limited to 
violent, sudden, or unusual deaths; and deaths related to or following known or suspected 
self-induced or criminal abortion. Inquiry pursuant to this section does not include those 
investigative functions usually performed by other law enforcement agencies. (Government 
Code Section 27491.) 

4) Requires the coroner, within three days after examination of the fetus, to state on the 
certificate of fetal death the time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical and health section data as 
may be required on the certificate, and shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The 
coroner shall, within three days after examining the body, deliver the death certificate to the 
attending funeral director. (Health & Safety Code Section 103005.) 

5) Provides, in the Reproductive Privacy Act (Health & Safety Code Sections 123460 – 
123468), that the Legislature finds and declares that every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive decisions. Accordingly, it 
is the public policy of the State of California that: 

a) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth control. 

b) Every woman has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and to 
obtain an abortion, except as specifically limited by this article. 

c) The state shall not deny or interfere with a woman’s fundamental right to choose to bear 
a child or to choose to obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this article. 

6) Prohibits the State of California from denying or interfering with a woman’s right to choose 
or obtain an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to 
protect the life or health of the woman. (Health & Safety Code Section 123466.) 
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7) Provides that a public employee is not liable for injury caused by his instituting or 
prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding within the scope of his employment, 
even if he acts maliciously and without probable cause. (Government Code Section 821.6.) 

8) Provides that a public employee is not liable for his act or omission, exercising due care, in 
the execution or enforcement of any law, but is liable for false arrest or false imprisonment. 
(Government Code Section 820.4.)  

9) Allows any individual whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or laws of this state, have 
been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered with by threat, intimidation, or coercion, or 
attempts to interfere by threat, intimidation, or coercion, to institute and prosecute in their 
own name and on their own behalf a civil action for damages, including, but not limited to, 
damages, injunctive relief, and other appropriate equitable relief to protect the peaceable 
exercise or enjoyment of the right or rights secured, including appropriate equitable and 
declaratory relief to eliminate a pattern or practice of conduct. (Civil Code Section 52.1 (c).) 

FISCAL EFFECT:  As currently in print this bill is keyed fiscal. 

COMMENTS:  This bill seeks to further clarify and strengthen California’s already strong legal 
protections against civil liability and criminal prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of 
their unborn fetus, creates a new civil action allowing individuals whose rights under the 
Reproductive Privacy Act are violated to seek accountability against “state actors” in the civil 
courts; and allows a civil action under the Bane Act (Civil Code Section 52.1) to be based upon 
violation of the bill, including for an exercise of prosecutorial discretion. According to the 
author: 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
prohibits pregnancy criminalization, and creates a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated to seek accountability using civil courts. It would also remove 
outdated provisions requiring coroners to investigate certain pregnancy losses, and ensure 
that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal 
or civil legal systems.  

The bill also limits the duties of coroners to be consistent with laws that protect pregnant persons 
from civil liability and criminal prosecution for the death of their unborn fetus. Because duties of 
coroners are in the jurisdiction of the Assembly Committee on Health, this analysis will not 
focus on those issues. 

Existing criminal homicide statutes prohibit prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of 
their unborn fetus. While California’s murder statute, Penal Code Section 187, specifically 
applies to the unlawful killing of a fetus with malice aforethought, by its own terms, it is 
inapplicable “when the act is solicited, aided, abetted, or consented to by the mother of the 
fetus.” (Penal Code Section 187 (b)(3).) While the Legislature broadened the scope of section 
187 to include the unlawful killing of a fetus in specific response to the California Supreme 
Court’s decision in Keeler v. Superior Court (1970) 2 Cal.3d 619, the revised wording was 
intended to situations where a third party intended to cause the death of a fetus. In Keeler, the 
defendant was charged with murder after he attacked his pregnant ex-wife, intentionally causing 
the death of her fetus. The Keeler Court held that the then-existing wording of Section 187, 
defining murder as the unlawful “killing of a ‘human being,” did not encompass the killing of a 
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fetus. In amending Section 187 in response to Keeler, the Legislature intended to criminalize 
only third-party violence against pregnant persons resulting in fetal death. There is no evidence 
of legislative intent to extend criminal liability to the mother of the unborn fetus. 

Nevertheless, there apparently is confusion among some in law enforcement during the fifty-two 
years since Keeler. On January 6, 2022, Attorney General Rob Bonta issued a Legal Alert 
(OAG-2021-01) to all California District Attorneys, Police Chiefs, and Sheriffs, regarding “Penal 
Code 187 and ‘the unlawful killing of . . .a fetus’.” The alert informed law enforcement of the 
following:  

The Attorney General has construed Penal Code section 187 as it relates to the actions or 
inactions of a person carrying a fetus that are alleged to have caused the death of that fetus. 
The Attorney General’s construction is contained in court documents filed in multiple cases, 
including the attached amicus brief filed in In re Perez, Case No. 21W-0033A, Kings Co. 
Sup. Court (June 25, 2021). 

In Perez, the defendant experienced a stillbirth at 37 weeks gestation attributed to her 
methamphetamine use. She was charged with murder and pled guilty to the less serious crime of 
manslaughter, according to transcripts of her plea, “to avoid the possibility of getting the life 
sentence on the murder case.” However, she could not have been convicted of (and should 
therefore should not have been charged with) murder pursuant to Keeler, given that the fetus was 
never alive; and there was no factual basis for her plea to manslaughter, given that the killing of 
a fetus does not constitute manslaughter (People v. Dennis (1998) 17 Cal.4th 468, 506). In an 
amicus brief supporting the release of Perez (who was sentenced in June of 2018 to an 11-year 
prison sentence), the AG wrote, “The Attorney General agrees . . . that the text, purpose, and 
legislative history of California Penal Code section 187 demonstrate that a woman cannot be 
prosecuted for murder as a result of her own omissions or actions that might result in pregnancy 
loss.” Perez was finally released from custody in March of 2022, but the Kings County District 
Attorney’s Office refiled murder charges against her. They were dismissed in May of 2022, but 
the DA’s office has vowed to refile them again.   

The Legislature's purpose in adding the killing of a fetus to Penal Code section 187 was not 
to punish women who do not--or cannot, because of addiction or resources- follow best 
practices for prenatal health. Nor did it intend to punish women who might in desperation 
seek to end their pregnancies outside normal medical channels. Rather, this addition was a 
focused response to Keeler v. Superior Court (1970) 2 Cal.3d 619, holding that the unlawful 
"killing of a human being" did not encompass a fetus. (See Assem. Com. on Crim. 
Procedure's Dig., Assem. Bill No. 816 (1970 Reg. Sess.) (July 15, 1970); Review of Selected 
1970 California Legislation, Crimes (1971) 2 Pacific L. J. 275, 362-363 [amendment to 
section 187 "was enacted in response to a June 1970 decision of the California Supreme 
Court (Keeler v. Superior Court, 2 Cal.3d 619)").) Keeler was charged with the murder of a 
fetus after he attacked his pregnant ex-wife, intentionally causing a stillbirth. The court 
ordered that Keeler's prosecution for murder was barred under Section 187 as it was then 
written. (Id. at pp. 628, 631.) 

As the AG also points out in his Perez amicus brief, the Legislature has repeatedly declined to 
extend the state’s penal laws to encompass punishment of a pregnant woman who experiences a 
pregnancy loss. (See Sen. Bill No. 1465 (1989-1990 Reg. Sess.) [proposed bill that would have 
expanded manslaughter to include substance abuse during pregnancy]; Assem. Bill No. 650 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1138

1798



AB 2223 
 Page  8 

(1990-199 1 Reg. Sess.) [proposed bill that would have made substance abuse during pregnancy 
a misdemeanor].) But under current law and its virtually complete liability shield for the exercise 
of prosecutorial discretion under Government Code Section 821.6, Perez would have no ability 
to sue those responsible for unlawfully imprisoning her for 11 years, despite the clearly 
invalidity of her prosecution and conviction. Her only remedy would be to submit a claim to the 
state for compensation pursuant to the state fund for erroneously convicted persons. (See Penal 
Code Sections 4900 et seq.) Pursuant to a 2016 amendment, the law provides a flat compensation 
rate of $140 per day for each day of incarceration served, including pre-conviction time spent in 
custody. Obviously, this does not take into account a person’s individual damages that could 
include loss of income, loss of parenting rights, loss of reputation, and personal injuries suffered 
during incarceration.  

Existing state law prohibits a civil cause of action for prenatal torts. A prenatal tort is a tort (a 
civil cause of action for damages based upon a wrongful act that causes injury) involving an 
unborn child. Prenatal tort causes of action include personal injury, wrongful birth, wrongful life, 
and wrongful pregnancy. But at common law, they do not include wrongful death or wrongful 
injury. Any right to recovery or cause of action belonged only to the mother because “the unborn 
child was a part of the mother at the time of the injury, any damage to it which was not too 
remote to be recovered for at all was recoverable by her.” (Dietrich v. Inhabitants of 
Northampton (1884) 138 Mass. 14, 17.) 

While some states have repudiated the reasoning of Dietrich and authorized civil actions for 
prenatal injuries caused by tortious conduct that occurs prior to birth, California law remains 
consistent with the theory expressed in Dietrich. Under California law, a fetus or embryo not 
born alive never attains the status of a “person;” and only a “person” can maintain a legal action 
or be the subject of a wrongful death claim. Thus, whether the alleged tortfeasor is a pregnant 
person or a third party, a civil cause of action cannot arise under existing California law for 
injury or death to a fetus if the fetus is never alive outside of the womb. (See Hegyes v. Unjian 
Enterprises, Inc. (1991) 234 CA3d 1103, 1113 [a negligent motorist was found not legally liable 
to a child conceived after collision occurred].) 

Other states are adopting increasingly aggressive measures to limit abortions. Following the 
appointment of several Supreme Court justices by former President Donald Trump, dozens of 
states have enacted legislation in an effort to test the limits, or outright overturn, the federally 
protected right to an abortion granted in the landmark ruling of Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 US 113. 
One of the first states to restrict abortion access was Mississippi, which enacted a ban on 
abortion after the fifteenth week of pregnancy. The Mississippi law authorizes the state’s 
Attorney General, as well as the Mississippi State Department of Health or the Mississippi State 
Board of Medical Licensure, to impose professional sanctions, including fines and a loss of 
licensure, on any physician who performs an abortion after 15 weeks. (MS Code Section 41-41-
191.) The constitutionality of that statute is currently under review by the United States Supreme 
Court, which is expected to rule in the matter of Dobbs v. Jackson Women's Health Organization 
(No. 19-1392) later in 2022. 

Although several states have opted to follow Mississippi’s lead and enact similar laws, in 2021, 
the State of Texas adopted a unique and far more menacing approach to restricting abortion 
access. Rather than directing state regulators or prosecutors to impose criminal or professional 
sanctions on persons receiving or performing an abortion, the Texas law permits the filing of a 
civil lawsuit against any person who performs an abortion or “aids or abets” a person receiving 
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an abortion after a “fetal heartbeat” has been detected. (Texas Health and Safety Code Section 
171.208.) As of March 2022, more than one dozen other states have moved to introduce their 
own versions of the Texas law. 

This bill. The bill has are two main provisions that are in the jurisdiction of this Committee. 
First, it reiterates, and arguably strengthens, the protections in existing state law that prohibit 
civil or criminal liability for the acts of a pregnant person in relation to their pregnancy 
outcomes. Second it creates a new private right of action for violations of rights protected by the 
Reproductive Privacy Act. 

Prohibition on civil and criminal liability for the acts of a pregnant person in relation to their 
pregnancy outcomes. In Section 7, the bill in print provides the following protection from 
liability to a pregnant person relative to their pregnancy outcomes: 

(a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their actions or 
omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death. 

(The bill also specifies that a person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their 
rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
be deprived of their rights.)  

Unintended Impact on Child Welfare Laws - Subdivision (a) of Section 7 is arguably overbroad 
in at least two ways. First, it appears to immunize a pregnant person from not only all civil 
liability and criminal penalty for their pregnancy outcomes (consistent with existing law), but 
also from being “otherwise deprived of their rights” for any of their actions with respect to their 
pregnancy. This is not consistent with current law, given that child welfare laws allow 
consideration of a parent’s dangerous acts during pregnancy because those acts could affect the 
welfare of a child who is born after the pregnancy, or other children who are in the person’s 
household. Thus, a pregnant person’s actions during pregnancy could ultimately affect their 
parenting rights and result in the deprivation of those rights. For example, reunification services 
are not required to be provided to a parent with a history of extensive, abusive, and chronic use 
of drugs or alcohol who has resisted prior court-ordered treatment for this problem during a 
three-year period immediately prior to the filing of the petition that brings a child to the court’s 
attention. (Welfare & Institutions Code Section 361.5 (b)(13).) Likewise, drug use by a caretaker 
can be considered in evaluating the welfare of other children in the parent’s custody or care. All 
States, the District of Columbia, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands have provisions within their 
child protection statutes, regulations, or policies that address the issue of substance use by 
parents. (Child Welfare Information Gateway. (2020). Parental substance use as child abuse. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Children’s Bureau, available 
at https://www.childwelfare.gov/pubPDFs/parentalsubstanceuse.pdf.)  

Given that existing law allows a pregnant person’s actions during pregnancy to be considered in 
a manner that could impact their parenting rights, the grant of immunity in Section 7 of the bill in 
print arguably is overly broad. However, it should be pointed out that the bill, even as it is now in 
print, is not so broad that it would prevent CPS or law enforcement investigations of a child’s 
death. The bill provides that “a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty 
. . .based on their actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or 
alleged pregnancy outcome[.]” Therefore, the facts of a child’s death could be investigated 
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(whether it was born alive, when and how it died, etc.) but depending on the outcome of that 
investigation (whether the death was related to a pregnancy-related cause), further criminal 
investigation of the parent may be prohibited. In response to a question asked by Americans 
United for Life, “If a baby is found in a dumpster can law enforcement investigate the child’s 
death?” the answer is yes. 

In order to clarify that the immunity provided by the bill only extends to the deprivation of rights 
related to pregnancy, the author proposes the following amendment on Page 7, at line 7: insert 
the words “under this article” after the word “rights”. 

“Perinatal Death” - Second, the “perinatal death” language could lead to an unintended and 
undesirable conclusion. As currently in print, it may not be sufficiently clear that “perinatal 
death” is intended to be the consequence of a pregnancy complication. Thus, the bill could be 
interpreted to immunize a pregnant person from all criminal penalties for all pregnancy 
outcomes, including the death of a newborn for any reason during the “perinatal” period after 
birth, including a cause of death which is not attributable to pregnancy complications, which 
clearly is not the author’s intent.  

While the bill does not define “perinatal,” the term is generally used to describe the period from 
approximately past 22 (or 28) completed weeks of pregnancy up to 7 completed days of life. 
(L.S.Bakketeig, P.Bergsjø, “Perinatal Epidemiology.” International Encyclopedia of Public 
Health (2008), p. 45.) Welfare & Institutions Code Section 13134.5(b) defines perinatal as "the 
period from the establishment of pregnancy to one month following delivery."  

In order to clarify that the bill’s immunity provision is only intended to apply to a perinatal death 
after a live birth when the cause of death is directly attributable to pregnancy, the author 
proposes the following clarifying amendment on Page 7, at line 10: insert “due to a pregnancy 
related cause” at the end of the sentence. Reflecting both of the above-proposed amendments, 
the entire subdivision would read as follows: 

123467. (a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights under this article, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-
related cause.  

A new private right of action for violation of rights protected by the Reproductive Privacy Act. 
In Section 9, the bill in print authorizes a civil action against “an offending state actor” for 
violating rights protected under the Reproductive Privacy Act and attempts to establish grounds 
requiring a federal court to exercise its supplemental jurisdiction. 

123469. (a) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article may bring 
a civil action against an offending state actor in a federal district court or state superior court. 
A state claim brought in federal district court shall be a supplemental claim to a federal 
claim. 

The language of Section 9 of the bill as it is now in print raises several issues and potential 
problems.  
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The bill in print appears to inappropriately dictate the parameters of federal court jurisdiction. 
The jurisdiction of federal courts is governed exclusively by federal law, primarily the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. State law cannot supersede federal law to grant jurisdiction over state 
claims to a federal court. In general, U.S. district courts can exercise subject matter jurisdiction 
over a case when either a claim is pled that presents a federal question, or complete diversity 
exists between the parties and meets a minimum damages threshold. Supplemental jurisdiction 
over state law claims is just that: a supplement to the claim over which the district court has 
original jurisdiction, in instances where the state law claims are so closely related to the federal 
claim that the claims form a part of the same case or controversy. Supplemental jurisdiction is 
meant to ensure efficient use of judicial resources and to prevent inconsistent outcomes in state 
and federal cases arising from the same set of facts. These are all procedural considerations that 
are not raised and cannot be mandated by this bill. 

Second, Section 9 provides few remedies to plaintiffs (other than attorney’s fees and costs) and 
fails to address the governmental immunities in existing law that would prohibit most civil 
actions brought pursuant to the section. While neither the “conduct or regulation” nor the 
specific “state actor” is specified in the bill, the intent of the bill—as expressed in the bill’s intent 
language set forth in Section 1—is focused on the unlawful criminal prosecution of pregnant 
women for their pregnancy outcomes. However, a new private right of action would have 
virtually no chance of success under the bill in print because of both general and specific 
immunities for public employees in existing state law, as explained in more detail below.  

A civil suit based upon a state actor’s violation of a plaintiff’s fundamental rights granted by the 
laws or Constitution of the United States, or by the laws or Constitution of the state of California, 
such as the right to obtain an abortion, could be brought under existing law. The Tom Bane Civil 
Rights Act is one of the three major civil rights statutes in state law (along with the Unruh Civil 
Rights Act and the Ralph Act). The Bane Act makes it unlawful for any person, whether or not 
acting under color of law, to interfere, or attempt to interfere, by threat, intimidation, or 
coercion, with any other person in the exercise of any rights granted by the laws or Constitution 
of the United States, or by the laws or Constitution of the state of California. There are two 
important, and sometimes misunderstand points, to make about the Bane Act. First, the Bane Act 
is similar to Section 1983 of the federal Civil Rights Act of 1871 in that both permit a person to 
file a lawsuit against someone who interferes with the exercise of their civil and constitutional 
rights; indeed lawsuits against public employees, including peace officers, and the entities that 
employ them, often combine a Section 1983 claim and a Bane Act claim. However, there is also 
a significant difference: while a Section 1983 lawsuit must be filed against someone “acting 
under the color of law” (under the apparent authority of government), the Bane Act makes it 
unlawful for any person to interfere with the rights of another “whether or not acting under color 
of law.” While this bill is targeted at “state actors,” who presumably would be acting under color 
of law, the Bane Act is not limited to government actors. (See e.g. Jones v. Kmart Corp. (1998), 
17 Cal. 4th 329 [ultimately finding Kmart not liable but not questioning that it could be a 
defendant in a Bane Act action].)  

Second, the Bane Act is sometimes referred to as a “hate crime” statute, largely due to examples 
cited in support of the bill when it was enacted in 1987. However, unlike the Unruh Act and the 
Ralph Act, there is no reference in the Bane Act to “protected characteristics” that are typically 
required to make something a hate crime. In sum, one does not need to be a member of a 
protected group to bring an action under the Bane Act, not does the act of interference need to be 
based on the targeted person’s protected characteristics. Originally, some courts held that the 
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Bane Act required discriminatory animus on the basis of a protected characteristic, but in 2004, 
the California Supreme Court made clear that it was not the case, as the plain language of the 
statute, unlike the Unruh and Ralph Acts, does not mention any protected characteristics. (See 
Venegas v. County of Los Angeles (2004) 32 Cal.4th 820, 841-843 (“Venegas I”) [overturning 
prior decisions to the extent that they assumed a Bane Act action needed to be based on animus 
toward a protected characteristic].) In sum, the Bane Act is a broad and potentially powerful civil 
rights statute that allows any person to bring a lawsuit against any other person (not just a person 
acting under color of law) who interferes with any legal or Constitutional right by means of 
threats, intimidation, or coercion, or who attempts to interfere with those rights by those means.  

The Bane Act and sovereign (governmental) immunity. California’s Government Claims Act 
(formerly known as the “Tort Claims Act”) codifies the concept of “sovereign immunity,” which 
essentially shields government from civil lawsuits, except under very limited circumstances.  
Rooted in the ancient principle that no one can drag the King into court – it was the “King’s 
Court,” after all – the concept morphed into the idea that even “non-monarchical” governments, 
and government employees acting within the scope of their duties, should enjoy at least a 
“qualified immunity” from civil suits. California’s Government Claims Act starts with the broad 
claim that “a public entity is not liable for an injury” caused by the entity, except as otherwise 
provided by another statute. In short, we start with the assumption that the government is 
immune from liability unless the Legislature enacts a statute providing otherwise. Despite this 
broad assertion of immunity, the Legislature has used its power to enact exceptions over the 
years. Most significant, Government Code Section 815.2 (a) provides that a public entity may be 
liable for injuries caused by an act or omission of its employees acting within the scope of 
employment, if the employee’s act would subject the employee to liability. However, even where 
existing law permits an action against a public entity, the Government Claims Act still includes a 
“presentation” requirement for most causes of action. Although there are important exceptions, 
as a general rule a person wishing to sue a government entity or government employee must first 
“present” a claim to the entity and, in many cases, exhaust all administrative remedies before 
bringing an action in court. (Government Code Section 910 et seq.) And even then, specific laws 
that immunize certain actions (such as a prosecutor’s discretion whether to initiate criminal 
charges – set forth on Government Code Section 821.6, discussed in more detail below) may 
preclude the success of a civil action brought under the Bane Act. Therefore, government 
immunity has been the major stumbling block to persons seeking justice when their rights are 
violated, sometimes violently and fatally, such as by law enforcement officers.  

Last year’s SB 2 (Bradford) Chap. 409, Stats. 2021, amended the Bane Act to expressly provide 
that actions brought under its provisions are not subject to the government immunity provisions 
in Sections 821.6, 844.6, and 845.6 of the Government Code when a civil cause of action is 
“brought against any peace officer or custodial officer”. These sections of the Government 
Claims Act grant immunity to public employees for injuries caused by instituting or prosecuting 
a judicial or administrative proceeding, even if the acts are malicious and without probable 
cause; to public entities for injuries caused to prisoners; to a public employee or a public entity 
for failure to provide medical care to a person in their custody. In addition, SB 2 specified that 
the provisions of the Government Claims Act that require public entities to indemnify and defend 
public employees for claims brought against the employee individually, apply to actions brought 
against public employees under the Bane Act. It should be pointed out that SB 2 did not affect 
the very broad immunity under Government Code Section 821.6 that applies to prosecutors and 
their exercise of prosecutorial discretion. 
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Prosecutorial Immunity. Government Code Section 821.6 states that, “A public employee is not 
liable for injury caused by his instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding 
within the scope of his employment, even if he acts maliciously and without probable cause.” 
This statute has been interpreted to offer extremely broad immunity to prosecutors and their 
discretionary acts, including whether to initiate criminal charges. In Sullivan v. County of Los 
Angeles (1974) 12 Cal. 3d 710, the California Supreme Court interpreted section 821.6 as 
providing immunity of public employees against malicious prosecution claims and noted that “no 
statute imposes liability on public entities for malicious prosecution.” as “confining its reach to 
malicious prosecution actions.” (Id. at p. 720.) 

This is similar to the immunity that prosecutors have under federal law that protects them from 
liability for exercising their prosecutorial discretion, even when it violates federal civil rights. 
“State prosecutors are absolutely immune from § 1983 actions when performing functions 
‘intimately associated with the judicial phase of the criminal process,’ [Citation omitted] or, 
phrased differently, “when performing the traditional functions of an advocate.” (Kalina v. 
Fletcher (1997) 522 U.S. 118, 131.) “Prosecutors are entitled to qualified immunity, rather than 
absolute immunity, when they perform administrative functions, or ‘investigative functions 
normally performed by a detective or police officer.’” (Genzler v. Longanbach (9th Cir. 2005) 
410 F.3d 630, 636 [quoting Kalina, 522 U.S. at 126].) The rationale is that prosecutors must be 
able to pursue criminals with courage and independence, and without worrying about the threat 
of lawsuits. “The common-law immunity of a prosecutor is based upon . . . concern that 
harassment by unfounded litigation would cause a deflection of the prosecutor's energies from 
his public duties, and the possibility that he would shade his decisions instead of exercising the 
independence of judgment required by his public trust.” (Imbler v. Pachtman (1976) 424 U.S. 
409, 422-423.)  

This broad prosecutorial immunity has given inadequate recourse to plaintiffs harmed (including 
by being imprisoned for decades) by unconscionable prosecutorial misconduct, including 
fabricating evidence and negotiating a plea deal for which there clearly is no factual basis (such 
as a manslaughter conviction based upon the death of an unborn fetus). In the Perez case, 
discussed above, it means that she has no recourse after spending 11 years in prison, locked up 
for a crime that does not exist, other than pursuing an inadequate amount of compensation from 
the state fund for erroneously convicted persons. 

Government Code Section 821.6 has never been amended or modified since it was enacted in 
1963, despite the fact that appellate courts have confoundingly managed to expand its meaning 
beyond the parameters of Sullivan. (See, e.g., Kayfetz v. State (1984) 156 Cal. App. 3d 491, 497 
[“section 821.6 is not limited to suits for damages for malicious prosecution, although that is a 
principal use of the statute”]; Amylou R. v. Cty. of Riverside (1994) 28 Cal. App. 4th 1205, 1211 
[explaining that “the section clearly extends to proceedings which were not initiated out of a 
malicious intent, and thus would not constitute malicious prosecution”].) But that does not mean 
that Section 821.6 can’t or shouldn’t be amended or modified by the Legislature, just as the 
immunity for peace officers and custodial officers was modified last year by SB 2. (See also 
Buckley v. Fitzsimmons (1993) 509 U.S. 259, 268 [observing that because Congress could have 
abrogated prosecutorial immunity in Section 1983, but given that it did not do so explicitly and 
given the longevity of the concept, courts have assumed that it did intend to do so by 
implication].)  
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Arguably there is no public policy rationale for giving prosecutors immunity for acts that clearly 
are outside the normal scope of prosecutorial discretion, such as fabricating evidence. In fact, the 
U.S. Supreme Court held as much when it declined to apply absolute immunity to a prosecutor 
who fabricated evidence of a defendant’s guilt on the basis that evidence gathering (and 
fabrication) is not a prosecutorial function. “When a prosecutor performs the investigative 
functions normally performed by a detective or police officer, it is 'neither appropriate nor 
justifiable that, for the same act, immunity should protect the one and not the other.'” (Buckley, 
supra, at pp. 273-274.) 

Likewise, there is no public policy rationale for granting absolute immunity to prosecutors for a 
decision to prosecute a pregnant woman for a pregnancy outcome in direct violation of a 
legislative directive not to do so. Although filing criminal charges is an exercise of prosecutorial 
discretion, where the law clearly prohibits criminal charges – as existing law does now (and the 
Reproductive Privacy Act would do in an even more clear and adamant way under the bill) – 
there is no discretion to file charges. Thus, especially given the extremely narrow scope of the 
liability under the bill (only for decisions to pregnant women for the loss of their pregnancy 
when the law prohibiting such prosecutions has clearly prohibited such prosecutions for more 
than 50 years), modifying the immunity protection offered by Government Code Section 821.6 
seems justified and appropriate.  

Author’s amendments. In order to address the issues about Section 9 of the bill discussed above, 
the author proposes the following clarifying amendments: 

123469. (a) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article may bring 
a civil action against an offending state actor in a federal district court or state superior court. 
A state claim brought in federal district court shall be a supplemental claim to a federal 
claim. 
(b) Whoever denies the right protected by this article, or aids, incites, or conspires in that 
denial, is liable for each and every offense for the actual damages suffered by any person 
denied that right and, in addition, the following: 
 (1) An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting without a jury, for exemplary 
damages. 
(2) A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) to be awarded to the person 
denied the right protected by this article. An action shall be commenced within three years 
of the alleged practice violation of this article. 
(3) Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary injunction, restraining order, or 
other order against the person or persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant 
deems necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in this article. 
(4) Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney’s fees and costs, including expert 
witness fees and other litigation expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 
brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney’s fees, the court shall 
consider the degree to which the relief obtained relates to the relief sought. 
(d)(1) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article may also bring 
a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code.  Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of 
the Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code may be 
based upon instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding in 
violation of this article. 
(2) For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this subdivision, the criminal 
investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1145

1805



AB 2223 
 Page  15 

person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, 
constitutes “threat, intimidation, or coercion” pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. 
(e) Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government Code, providing for 
indemnification of an employee or former employee of a public entity, shall apply to any 
cause of action brought under this section against an employee or former employee of a 
public entity. 

The damages and other remedies proposed to be added to the bill are identical to those provided 
in Section 52 of the Civil Code for violations of the Unruh Civil Rights Act (Civil Code Section 
51), the Civil Rights Act (Civil Code Section 51.5), and the Gender Tax Repeal Act of 1995 
(Civil Code Section 51.6). It seems appropriate that the bill would incorporate those remedies, 
given that it also seeks to protect and provide remedies for violations of personal rights.  

A plaintiff would also be specifically authorized to bring an action under the Bane Act for 
violations of the Reproductive Privacy Act. And while a plaintiff could do so now, the bill would 
provide new tools to a future plaintiff in two forms. First, the amendments propose to clarify that 
the criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, 
of a person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome 
would constitute “threat, intimidation, or coercion” pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. It 
is obvious that a criminal investigation or prosecution, or threat thereof—with its potential 
impacts on employment, parental rights, social status and reputation, and loss of freedom by 
imprisonment—is threatening and intimidating. The prospect of criminal punishment can also be 
highly coercive, as demonstrated in the Perez case, where the threat of lifetime punishment was 
used to extract an admission of guilt to a lesser criminal charge for which there was no factual 
basis. The proposed amendments would merely clarify the point. The proposed amendments also 
clarify that if a public employee were sued under the bill, their employer would be obligated to 
indemnify and defend the employee. The same language was enacted relative to the Bane Act in 
last year’s SB 2. 

Finally, the proposed amendments remove an offensive and obsolete term, “crime against 
nature,” from Section 27491 of the Government Code. 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT: The co-sponsors--ACLU California Action, Black Women for 
Wellness, California Latinas for Reproductive Justice, If/When/How: Lawyering for 
Reproductive Justice, NARAL Pro-Choice California, and Planned Parenthood Affiliates of 
California--all write in support of the bill that it “protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that 
no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a 
pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss.” They observe that although it “is not a crime to have 
an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. .. [and] despite clear law forbidding these 
charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been 
charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses.” They observe that, “AB 2223 protects 
reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms people’s right to 
be free from investigation, prosecution, and incarceration based on their pregnancy outcomes: 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss.” Black Women for Wellness 
Action Project point out that, “This bill is also particularly important to our organization our 
community, as we know that Black mommas and families are particularly and likely to be 
targeted.” The California Women’s Law Center observes that, “AB 2223 will protect 
reproductive freedom in California by clearly delineating that ending or losing a pregnancy is not 
a crime.” 
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ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION:  Americans United for Life writes that, “‘Perinatal’ is not 
defined in this bill, causing critics to decry AB 2223 as infanticide. Elsewhere in California law, 
“perinatal care” is defined as “provision of care during pregnancy, labor, delivery, and 
postpartum and neonatal periods.” . . . Absent a definition in the bill, it certainly appears that the 
intent of this legislation is to legalize child abandonment (or worse) in the first weeks after birth. 
If this is not the bill sponsors’ intent, they should amend the bill to clarify that the official policy 
of California is not state-sanctioned infanticide.” Virtually all of the groups in opposition express 
strong opposition to the bill’s current language regarding “perinatal death” and many conclude 
that it could decriminalize the killing of a newborn. Americans United for Life asks, “If a baby is 
found in a dumpster can law enforcement investigate the child’s death? Probably not under AB 
2223.” California Family council observes, “California has a Safely Surrendered Baby Law that 
allows a mother to drop off her newborn baby at a hospital, police department, or fire station 
with no questions asked. Mothers should not be killing their newborn children when all they 
have to do is take them safely to a drop-off location.” The Fredrick Douglass Foundation of 
California writes the following in opposition to the bill: “AB 2223 continues the practice of 
eugenics on steroids. It targets the very population it pretends to protect, women of color.” 

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

Support 

Access Reproductive Justice 
ACLU California Action (co-sponsor) 
Black Women for Wellness Action Project (co-sponsor) 
California Coalition for Women Prisoners 
California for Safety and Justice 
California Latinas for Reproductive Justice (co-sponsor) 
California Nurse Midwives Association (CNMA) 
California Women's Law Center 
Californians United for A Responsible Budget 
Citizens for Choice 
Courage California 
Disability Rights California 
Ella Baker Center for Human Rights 
If/when/how: Lawyering for Reproductive Justice (co-sponsor) 
Initiate Justice 
Naral Pro-choice California (co-sponsor) 
National Center for Youth Law 
National Health Law Program 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California (co-sponsor) 
Smart Justice California 
Survived & Punished 
Urge: Unite for Reproductive & Gender Equity 
Women's Foundation California 

Opposition 

Americans United for Life 
California Capitol Connection 
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California Family Council 
Calvary Chapel of Placerville 
Capitol Resource Institute 
Concerned Women for America 
Frederick Douglass Foundation of California 
Liberty Baptist Church of Norwalk, CA 
National Center for Law & Policy 
Pacific Justice Institute 
Real Impact 
Right to Life League of Southern California 
Right to Life of Kern County 
The Salt & Light Council 
Traditional Values for Next Generations 
Numerous individuals 

Analysis Prepared by: Alison Merrilees / JUD. / (916) 319-2334 
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Date of Hearing: April 5, 2022 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
Mark Stone, Chair 

AB 2223 (Wicks)- As Amended March 17,2022 

As Proposed to be Amended 

SUBJECT: REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH 

KEY ISSUES: 

1) SHOULD STATE LAWS THAT PROHIBIT THE IMPOSITION OF CIVIL AND 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR PREGNANCY LOSS BE STRENGTHENED AND 
CLARIFIED? 

AB 2223 
Page I 

2) SHOULD A NEW PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION BE CREATED IN THE LAW THAT 
ALLOWS INDIVIDUALS WHOSE RIGHTS TO BE FREE OF CIVIL AND CRIMINAL 
PENALTIES FOR PREGANCY LOSS ARE VIOLATED TO SEEK ACCOUNTABILITY 
FOR THOSE VIOLATIONS IN THE STATE'S CIVIL COURTS? 

SYNOPSIS 

This bill seeks to further clarify and strengthen California's already strong legal protections 
against civil liability and criminal prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of their unborn 
fetus, creates a new civil action allowing individuals whose rights under the Reproductive 
Privacy Act are violated to seek accountability against "state actors" in the civil courts; and 
allows a civil action under the Bane Act (Civil Code Section 52.1) to be based upon violation of 
the bill, including/or an exercise ofprosecutorial discretion. The analysis reviews how existing 
criminal homicide statutes prohibit prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of their 
unborn fetus. Existing state law also prohibits a civil cause of action for prenatal torts (civil 
actions involving an unborn child). The analysis also points out that while other states are 
adoptlng increasingly aggressive measures to limit abortions; California continues to protect 
reproductive rights. 

The bill has two main provisions. First, it reiterates, and arguably strengthens, the protections in 
existing state law that prohibit civil or crimina/liability for the acts of a pregnant person in 
relation to their pregnancy outcomes. Second, it creates a new private right of action for 
violations of rights protected by the Reproductive Privacy Act. The analysis points out that there 
are some issues with the wording of Sections 7 of the bill in print (the immunity provision) 
because it has (1) an unintended impact on child welfare laws; and (2) creates the mistaken and 
unintended impression that the bill's immunities could apply to cases where a newborn's death 
was the result of a cause that was not related to the parent's acts or omissions during pregnancy. 
Similarly, Section 9 of the bill in print (the private right of action) appears to (1) inappropriately 
dictate the parameters of federa? court jurisdiction; (2) provide inadequate remedies to a 
plaintiff; and (3) inadequately address general and specific forms of governmental immunity. 
The author proposes amendments to address all of these issues. The amendments are 
incorporated into the Summary of the bill, below, and explained in the analysis. 
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AB 2223 
Page 2 

The bill is co-sponsored by ACLU California Action, Black Women for Wellness, California 
Latinas for Reproductive Justice, If/When/How: Lawyering for Reproductive Justice, NARAL 
Pro-Choice and Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California. It is also supported by 
a large number of reproductive health advocates, public health associations, organizations 
advocating to improve maternal and infant health, as well as civil rights advocacy organizations. 
The bill is opposed by a large number of religious organizations, organizations that oppose 
abortion rights, and numerous individuals. 

SUMMARY: Strengthens and clarifies the state's existing prohibitions on imposing civil and 
criminal penalties for pregnancy loss, creates a new civil action that allows individuals whose 
rights to be free of civil and criminal penalties for pregnancy loss are violated to seek 
accountability, and limits the duties of coroners to be consistent with those laws. Specifically, 
this bill: 

1) Makes the following findings and declarations on the part of the Legislature: 

a) Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women in 1994 to address the 
intersectional and multifactored issues that women of color and their families face in 
society. 

b) Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, sexuality, gender, work, 
and reproduction. That right can only be achieved when all people, particularly women 
and girls, have the complete economic, social, and political power and resources to make 
healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and communities in all areas of their lives. 
At the core of reproductive justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right 
to have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent the children we 
have with dignity and respect in safe and sustainable communities. 

c) A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in California is clarifying that 
there shall be no civil and criminal penalties for people's actual, potential, or alleged 
pregnancy outcomes. 

d) Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted for having miscarriages or 
stillbirths or for self-managing an abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear 
law that ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have investigated and 
prosecutors have charged people with homicide for pregnancy losses. 

e) Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of civil penalties for their 
actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened 
against people who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 

f) Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as many as one in five known 
pregnancies end in miscarriage. In California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end 
in stillbirth, meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy losses have 
no known explanation. 

g) People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including self-managed abortion, which 
means ending one's own pregnancy outside of the medical system. 
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h) Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that they can seek medical 
assistance during pregnancy without fear of civil or criminal liability. 

AB 2223 
Page 3 

i) The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes is partly traceable to out-of-
date provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy 
losses. Based on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report people to 
law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to harmful investigations and even 
unlawful prosecutions. 

j) Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is a critical issue for Black, 
Indigenous, and other people of color, who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a 
result of systemic racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny of state 
systems like child welfare or immigration. 

k) The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on pregnant people through child 
welfare, immigration, housing, or other legal systems has a harmful effect on individual 
and public health. When a person fears state action being taken against them related to 
their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care when they need it. If they do 
seek care, punishing them for actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes 
with professional care and endangers the relationship between providers and patients. 

1) That is why major medical groups like the American Medical Association, the American 
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association 
oppose civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes. 

2) Repeals Government Code Section 103000, which provides that. "All other fetal deaths 
required to be registered under this chapter shall be handled as are deaths without medical 
attendance." 

3) Removes from existing law, under existing duties of the coroner, the duty to inquire into and 
determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all deaths related to or following known 
or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. 

4) Clarifies that existing law, requiring a coroner to examine a fetus and state on the certificate 
of fetal death, among other things, the direct causes of the fetal death, the conditions, if any, 
that gave rise to the cause or causes, shall not be used to establish, bring, or support a 
criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages against any person, whether or 
not they were the person who was pregnant with the fetus. Through its courts and statutes 
and under its Constitution, California protects the right to reproductive privacy, and it is the 
intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these protections. 

5) States that the Legislature finds and declares that every individual possesses a fundamental 
right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive decisions, which entails the right to 
make and effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, including prenatal 
care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage 
management, and infertility care. 

6) Provides that notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights under this article, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
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outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-
related cause. 

7) Provides that a person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their rights under 
this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise be 
deprived of their rights, based solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in 
exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person's voluntary consent. 

8) Clarifies that an abortion is unauthorized if it meets all of the criteria specified in existing law 
and it is performed by someone other than the pregnant person. 

9) Allows a party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of the Reproductive Privacy 
Act (Sections 123460- 123468 of the Health & Safety Code) to bring a civil action against 
an offending state actor in a state superior court. 

1 0) States that whoever denies the right protected by this article, or aids, incites, or conspires in 
that denial, is liable for each and every offense for the actual damages suffered by any person 
denied that right and, in addition, the following: 

a) An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting without a jury, for exemplary 
damages. 

b) A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) to be awarded to the person 
denied the right protected by this article. An action shall be commenced within three 
years of the alleged practice in violation of this article. 

c) Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary injunction, restraining order, or other 
order against the person or persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant deems 
necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in this article. 

11) Provides that, upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney's fees and costs, 
including expert witness fees and other litigation expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing 
party in an action brought pursuant to 9), above. In awarding reasonable attorney's fees, the 
court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained relates to the relief sought. 

12) Allows a party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article to also bring a 
civil action pursuant to the Bane Civil Rights Act; and provides that notwithstanding the 
existing immunities in Section 821.6 of the Government Code, a civil action pursuant to 
Bane Act may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative 
proceeding in violation of this article. Provides, for purpose of establishing liability, that the 
criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, 
of a person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, constitutes "threat, intimidation, or coercion" pursuant to the Bane Act. 

13) Changes gendered terminology in relevant code sections and eliminates the offensive and 
outdated "crime against nature" from existing code. 

14) Specifies that Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government Code, which provide 
for defense and indemnification of an employee or former employee of a public entity, shall 
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apply to any cause of action brought under this section against an employee or former 
employee of a public entity. 

EXISTING LAW: 

1) Provides that full faith and credit must be given in each state to the public acts, records, and 
judicial proceedings of every other state, and that the United States Congress may by general 
laws presc1ibe the manner in which such acts, records and proceedings must be proved, and 
the effect thereof. (U.S. Const. art. IV, sec. 1.) 

2) Holds that the state catmot interfere with the fundamental right of a woman to control her life 
and future by restricting the right to obtain an abmiion unless and until there is a compelling 
reason for doing so; and that a compelling interest in protecting the potential life of the fetus 
catmot be asserted until the fetus is "viable" (usually at the begilming of the last tlimester of 
pregnancy), and even then a woman has to have access to an abortion if it were necessary to 
preserve her life or health. (Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 U.S. 113.) 

3) Provides that it shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and detennine the 
circumstances, manner, and cause of all specified types of death, including but not limited to 
violent, sudden, or unusual deaths; and deaths related to or following known or suspected 
self-induced or criminal abortion. Inquiry pursuant to this section does not include those 
investigative functions usually performed by other law enforcement agencies. (Government 
Code Section 27491.) 

4) Requires the coroner, within three days after examination of the fetus, to state on the 
certificate of fetal death the time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical and health section data as 
may be required on the certificate, and shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts. The 
coroner shall, within three days after examining the body, deliver the death certificate to the 
attending funeral director. (Health & Safety Code Section 1 03005.) 

5) Provides, in the Reproductive Privacy Act (Health & Safety Code Sections 123460-
123468), that the Legislature finds and declares that every individual possesses a 
fundamental right of privacy with respect to personal reproductive decisions. Accordingly, it 
is the public policy of the State of California that: 

a) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or refuse birth control. 

b) Every woman has the fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose and to 
obtain an abortion, except as specifically limited by this article. 

c) The state shall not deny or interfere with a woman's fundamental right to choose to bear 
a child or to choose to obtain an abortion, except as specifically pennitted by this article. 

6) Prohibits the State of California from denying or interfering with a woman's right to choose 
or obtain an abortion prior to viability of the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to 
protect the life or health of the woman. (Health & Safety Code Section 123466.) 
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7) Provides that a public employee is not liable for injury caused by his instituting or 
prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding within the scope of his employment, 
even if he acts maliciously and without probable cause. (Government Code Section 821.6.) 

8) Provides that a public employee is not liable for his act or omission, exercising due care, in 
the execution or enforcement of any law, but is liable for false arrest or false imprisonment. 
(Government Code Section 820.4.) 

9) Allows any individual whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or laws of this state, have 
been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered with by threat, intimidation, or coercion, or 
attempts to interfere by threat, intimidation, or coercion, to institute and prosecute in their 
own name and on their own behalf a civil action for damages, including, but not limited to, 
damages, injunctive relief, and other appropriate equitable relief to protect the peaceable 
exercise or enjoyment of the right or rights secured, including appropriate equitable and 
declaratory relief to eliminate a pattern or practice of conduct. (Civil Code Section 52.1 (c).) 

FISCAL EFFECT: As currently in print this bill is keyed fiscal. 

COMMENTS: This bill seeks to further clarify and strengthen Califomia' s already strong legal 
protections against civil liability and criminal prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of 
their unbom fetus, creates a new civil action allowing individuals whose rights under the 
Reproductive Privacy Act are violated to seek accountability against "state actors" in the civil 
courts; and allows a civil action under the Bane Act (Civil Code Section 52.1) to be based upon 
violation of the bill, including for an exercise of prosecutorial discretion. According to the 
author: 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
prohibits pregnancy criminalization, and creates a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated to seek accountability using civil courts. It would also remove 
outdated provisions requiring coroners to investigate certain pregnancy losses, and ensure 
that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal 
or civil legal systems. 

The bill also limits the duties of coroners to be consistent with laws that protect pregnant persons 
from civil liability and criminal prosecution for the death of their unbom fetus. Because duties of 
coroners are in the jurisdiction of the Assembly Committee on Health, this analysis will not 
focus on those issues. 

Existing criminal homicide statutes prohibit prosecution of a pregnant person for the death of 
their unborn fetus. While Califomia' s murder statute, Penal Code Section 18 7, specifically 
applies to the unlawful killing of a fetus with malice aforethought, by its own terms, it is 
inapplicable "when the act is solicited, aided, abetted, or consented to by the mother of the 
fetus." (Penal Code Section 187 (b)(3).) While the Legislature broadened the scope of section 
187 to include the unlawful killing of a fetus in specific response to the Califomia Supreme 
Court's decision in Keeler v. Superior Court (1970) 2 Cal.3d 619, the revised wording was 
intended to situations where a third party intended to cause the death of a fetus. In Keeler, the 
defendant was charged with murder after he attacked his pregnant ex-wife, intentionally causing 
the death of her fetus. The Keeler Court held that the then-existing wording of Section 187, 
defining murder as the unlawful "killing of a 'human being," did not encompass the killing of a 
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fetus. In amending Section 187 in response to Keeler, the Legislature intended to criminalize 
only third-pruiy violence against pregnant persons resulting in fetal death. There is no evidence 
oflegislative intent to extend criminal liability to the mother of the unborn fetus. 

Nevertheless, there apparently is confusion among some in law enforcement during the fifty-two 
years since Keeler. On January 6, 2022, Attorney General Rob Bonta issued a Legal Alert 
(OAG-2021 -0 I) to all California District Attorneys, Police Chiefs, and Sheriffs, regarding "Penal 
Code 187 and ' the unlawful killing of ... a fetus' ." The aleti inf01med law enforcement of the 
following: 

The Attorney General has construed Penal Code section 187 as it relates to the actions or 
inactions of a person carrying a fetus that are alleged to have caused the death of that fetus. 
The Attorney General's construction is contained in court documents filed in multiple cases, 
including the attached amicus brief filed in In re Perez, Case No. 21 W-0033A, Kings Co. 
Sup. Court (June 25, 2021). 

In Perez, the defendant experienced a stillbirth at 37 weeks gestation attributed to her 
methamphetamine use. She was charged with murder and pled guilty to the less serious crime of 
manslaughter, according to transcripts of her plea, "to avoid the possibility of getting the life 
sentence on the murder case." However, she could not have been convicted of (and should 
therefore should not have been charged with) murder pursuant to Keeler, given that the fetus was 
never alive; and there was no factual basis for her plea to manslaughter, given that the killing of 
a fetus does not constitute manslaughter (People v. Dennis (1998) 17 Cal.4th 468, 506). In an 
amicus brief supporting the release of Perez from prison after 11 years of incarceration, the AG 
wrote, "The Attorney General agrees ... that the text, purpose, and legislative history of 
California Penal Code section 187 demonstrate that a woman cannot be prosecuted for murder as 
a result of her own omissions or actions that might result in pregnancy loss." 

The Legislature's purpose in adding the killing of a fetus to Penal Code section 187 was not 
to punish women who do not--or cannot, because of addiction or resources- follow best 
practices for prenatal health. Nor did it intend to punish women who might in desperation 
seek to end their pregnancies outside normal medical channels. Rather, this addition was a 
focused response to Keeler v. Superior Court (1970) 2 Cal.3d 619, holding that the unlawful 
"killing of a human being" did not encompass a fetus. (See Assem. Com. on Crim. 
Procedure's Dig., Assem. Bill No. 816 (1970 Reg. Sess.) (July 15, 1970); Review of Selected 
1970 California Legislation, Crimes (1971) 2 Pacific L. J. 275, 362-363 [amendment to 
section 187 "was enacted in response to a June 1970 decision of the California Supreme 
Court (Keeler v. Superior Court, 2 Cal.3d 619)").) Keeler was charged with the murder of a 
fetus after he attacked his pregnant ex-wife, intentionally causing a stillbirth. The court 
ordered that Keeler's prosecution for murder was barred under Section 187 as it was then 
written. (!d. at pp. 628, 631.) 

As the AG also points out in his Perez amicus brief, the Legislature has repeatedly declined to 
extend the state's penal laws to encompass punishment of a pregnant woman who experiences a 
pregnancy loss. (See Sen. Bill No. 1465 (1989-1990 Reg. Sess.) [proposed bill that would have 
expanded manslaughter to include substance abuse during pregnancy]; Assem. Bill No. 650 
(1990-199 1 Reg. Sess.) [proposed bill that would have made substance abuse during pregnancy 
a misdemeanor].) But under current law and its virtually complete liability shield for the exercise 
of prosecutorial discretion under Government Code Section 821.6, Perez would have no ability 
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to sue those responsible for unlawfully imprisoning her for 11 years, despite the clearly 
invalidity of her prosecution and conviction. Her only remedy would be to submit a claim to the 
state for compensation pursuant to the state fund for erroneously convicted persons . (See Penal 
Code Sections 4900 et seq.) Pursuant to a 2016 amendment, the law provides a flat compensation 
rate of $140 per day for each day of incarceration served, including pre-conviction time spent in 
custody. Obviously, this does not take into account a person's individual damages that could 
include loss of income, loss of parenting rights, loss of reputation, and personal injuries suffered 
during incarceration. 

Existing state law prohibits a civil cause of action for prenatal torts. A prenatal tort is a tort (a 
civil cause of action for damages based upon a wrongful act that causes injury) involving an 
unborn child. Prenatal tort causes of action include personal injury, wrongful birth, wrongful life, 
and wrongful pregnancy. But at common law, they do not include wrongful death or wrongful 
injury. Any right to recovery or cause of action belonged only to the mother because "the unborn 
child was a part of the mother at the time of the injury, any damage to it which was not too 
remote to be recovered for at all was recoverable by her." (Dietrich v. Inhabitants of 
Northampton (1884) 138 Mass. 14, 17.) 

While some states have repudiated the reasoning of Dietrich and authorized civil actions for 
prenatal injuries caused by tortious conduct that occurs prior to birth, California law remains 
consistent with the theory expressed in Dietrich. Under California law, a fetus or embryo not 
born alive never attains the status of a "person;" and only a "person" can maintain a legal action 
or be the subject of a wrongful death claim. Thus, whether the alleged tortfeasor is a pregnant 
person or a third party, a civil cause of action cannot arise under existing California law for 
injury or death to a fetus if the fetus is never alive outside of the womb. (See Hegyes v. Unjian 
Enterprises, Inc. (1991) 234 CA3d 1103, 1113 [a negligent motorist was found not legally liable 
to a child conceived after collision occurred].) 

Other states are adopting increasingly aggressive measures to limit abortions. Following the 
appointment of several Supreme Court justices by former President Donald Trump, dozens of 
states have enacted legislation in an effort to test the limits, or outright overturn, the federally 
protected right to an abortion granted in the landmark ruling of Roe v. Wade (1973) 410 US 113. 
One of the first states to restrict abortion access was Mississippi, which enacted a ban on 
abortion after the fifteenth week of pregnancy. The Mississippi law authorizes the state' s 
Attorney General, as well as the Mississippi State Department of Health or the Mississippi State 
Board of Medical Licensure, to impose professional sanctions, including fines and a loss of 
licensure, on any physician who perfonns an abortion after 15 weeks. (MS Code Section 41-41-
191.) The constitutionality of that statute is currently under review by the United States Supreme 
Court, which· is expected to rule in the matter of Dobbs v. Jackson Women's Health Organization 
(No. 19-1392) later in 2022. 

Although several states have opted to follow Mississippi's lead and enact similar laws, in 2021 , 
the State of Texas adopted a unique and far more menacing approach to restricting abortion 
access. Rather than directing state regulators or prosecutors to impose criminal Qr professional 
sanctions on persons receiving or performing an abortion, the Texas law permits the filing of a 
civil lawsuit against any person who performs an abortion or "aids or abets" a person receiving 
an abortion after a "fetal heartbeat" has been detected. (Texas Health and Safety Code Section 
171 .208.) As of March 2022, more than one dozen other states have moved to introduce their 
own versions of the Texas law. 
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This bilL The bill has are two main provisions that are in the jurisdiction of this Committee. 
First, it reiterates, and arguably strengthens, the protections in existing state law that prohibit 
civil or criminal liability for the acts of a pregnant person in relation to their pregnancy 
outcomes. Second it creates a new private right of action for violations of rights protected by the 
Reproductive Privacy Act. 

Prohibition on civil and crimina/liability for the acts of a pregnant person in relation to their 
pregnancy outcomes. In Section 7, the bill in print provides the following protection from 
liability to a pregnant person relative to their pregnancy outcomes: 

(a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their actions or 
omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death. 

(The bill also specifies that a person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their 
rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
be deprived of their rights.) 

Unintended Impact on Child Welfare Laws- Subdivision (a) of Section 7 is arguably overbroad 
in at least two ways. First, it appears to immunize a pregnant person from not only all civil 
liability and criminal penalty for their pregnancy outcomes (consistent with existing law), but 
also from being "otherwise deprived of their rights" for any of their actions with respect to their 
pregnancy. This is not consistent with current law, given that child welfare laws allow 
consideration of a parent's dangerous acts during pregnancy because those acts could affect the 
welfare of a child who is born after the pregnancy, or other children who are in the person's 
household. Thus, a pregnant person's actions during pregnancy could ultimately affect their 
parenting rights and result in the deprivation of those rights. For example, reunification services 
are not required to be provided to a parent with a history of extensive, abusive, and chronic use 
of drugs or alcohol who has resisted prior court-ordered treatment for this problem during a 
three-year period immediately prior to the filing of the petition that brings a child to the court's 
attention. (Welfare & Institutions Code Section 361.5 (b)(l3).) Likewise, drug use by a caretaker 
can be considered in evaluating the welfare of other children in the parent's custody or care. All 
States, the District of Columbia, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands have provisions within their 
child protection statutes, regulations, or policies that address the issue of substance use by 
parents. (Child Welfare Information Gateway. (2020). Parental substance use as child abuse. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department ofHealth and Human Services, Children's Bureau, available 
at https://www.childwelfare.gov/pubPDFs/parentalsubstanceuse.pdf.) 

Given that existing law allows a pregnant person's actions during pregnancy to be considered in 
a manner that could impact their parenting rights, the grant of immunity in Section 7 of the bill in 
print arguably is overly broad. However, it should be pointed out that the bill, even as it is now in 
print, is not so broad that it would prevent CPS or law enforcement investigations of a child's 
death. The bill provides that "a person shall not be to civil or criminal liability or penalty 
... based on their actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or 
alleged pregnancy outcome[.]" Therefore, the facts of a child's death could be investigated 
(whether it was born alive, when and how it died, etc.) but depending on the outcome of that 
investigation (whether the death was related to a pregnancy-related cause), further criminal 
investigation of the parent may be prohibited. In response to a question asked by Americans 
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United for Life, " If a baby is found in a dumpster can law enforcement investigate the child's 
death?" the answer is yes. 

In order to clarify that the immunity provided by the bill only extends to the deprivation of rights 
related to pregnancy, the author proposes the following amendment on Page 7, at line 7: insert 
the words "under this article" after the word "rights". 

"Perinatal Death " - Second, the "'perinatal death" language could lead to an unintended and 
undesirable conclusion. As currently in print, it may not be sufficiently clear that "perinatal 
death" is intended to be the consequence of a pregnancy complication. Thus, the bill could be 
interpreted to immunize a pregnant person from all criminal penalties for all pregnancy 
outcomes, including the death of a newborn for any reason during the "perinatal" period after 
birth, including a cause of death which is not attributable to pregnancy complications, which 
clearly is not the author's intent. 

While the bill does not define "perinatal," the term is generally used to describe the period from 
approximately past 22 (or 28} completed weeks of pregnancy up to 7 completed days of life. 
(L.S.Bakketeig, P.Bergsj0, "Perinatal Epidemiology." International Encyclopedia of Public 
Health (2008), p. 45.) Welfare & Institutions Code Section 13134.5(b) defines perinatal as "the 
period from the establishment of pregnancy to one month following delivery." 

In order to clarify that the bill's immunity provision is only intended to apply to a perinatal death 
after a live birth when the cause of death is directly attributable to pregnancy, the author 
proposes the following clarifying amendment on Page 7, at line 1 0: insert "due to a pregnancy 
related cause" at the end of the sentence. Reflecting both of the above-proposed amendments, 
the entire subdivision would read as follows: 

123467. (a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights under this article, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-
related cause. 

A new private right of action for violation of rights protected by the Reproductive Privacy Act. 
In Section 9, the bill in print authorizes a civil action against "an offending state actor" for 
violating rights protected under the Reproductive Privacy Act and attempts to establish grounds 
requiring a federal court to exercise its supplemental jurisdiction. 

123469. (a) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article may bring 
a civil action against an offending state actor in a federal district court or state superior court. 
A state claim brought in federal district court shall be a supplemental claim to a federal 
claim. 

The language of Section 9 of the bill as it is now in print raises several issues and potential 
problems. 

The bill in print appears to inappropriately dictate the parameters of federal court jurisdiction. 
The jurisdiction of federal courts is governed exclusively by federal law, primarily the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. State law cannot supersede federal law to grant jurisdiction over state 
claims to a federal court. In general, U.S. district courts can exercise subject matter jurisdiction 
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over a case when either a claim is pled that presents a federal question, or complete diversity 
exists between the parties and meets a minimum damages threshold. Supplemental jurisdiction 
over state law claims is just that: a supplement to the claim over which the district court has 
original jurisdiction, in instances where the state law claims are so closely related to the federal 
claim that the claims form a part of the same case or controversy. Supplemental jurisdiction is 
meant to ensure efficient use of judicial resources and to prevent inconsistent outcomes in state 
and federal cases arising from the same set of facts. These are all procedural considerations that 
are not raised and cannot be mandated by this bill. 

Second, Section 9 provides few remedies to plaintiffs (other than attorney's fees and costs) and 
fails to address the governmental immunities in existing law that would prohibit most civil 
actions brought pursuant to the section. While neither the "conduct or regulation" nor the 
specific "state actor" is specified in the bill, the intent of the bill-as expressed in the bill's intent 
language set forth in Section l-is focused on the unlawful criminal prosecution of pregnant 
women for their pregnancy outcomes. However, a new private right of action would have 
virtually no chance of success under the bill in print because of both general and specific 
immunities for public employees in existing state law, as explained in more detail below. 

A civil suit based upon a state actor's violation of a plaintiffs fundamental rights granted by the 
laws or Constitution of the United States, or by the laws or Constitution of the state of California, 
such as the right to obtain an abortion, could be brought under existing law. The Tom Bane Civil 
Rights Act is one of the three major civil rights statutes in state law (along with the Unruh Civil 
Rights Act and the Ralph Act). The Bane Act makes it unlawful for any person, whether or not 
acting under color of law, to interfere, or attempt to interfere, by threat, intimidation, or 
coercion, with any other person in the exercise of any rights granted by the laws or Constitution 
of the United States, or by the laws or Constitution of the state of California. There are two 
important, and sometimes misunderstand points, to make about the Bane Act. First, the Bane Act 
is similar to Section 1983 of the federal Civil Rights Act of 1871 in that both permit a person to 
file a lawsuit against someone who interferes with the exercise of their civil and constitutional 
rights; indeed lawsuits against public employees, including peace officers, and the entities that 
employ them, often combine a Section 1983 claim and a Bane Act claim. However, there is also 
a significant difference: while a Section 1983 lawsuit must be filed against someone "acting 
under the color oflaw" (under the apparent authority of government), the Bane Act makes it 
unlawful for any person to interfere with the rights of another "whether or not acting under color 
oflaw." While this bill is targeted at "state actors," who presumably would be acting under color 
oflaw, the Bane Act is not limited to government actors. (See e.g. Jones v. Kmart Corp. (1998), 
17 Cal. 4th 329 [ultimately finding Kmart not liable but not questioning that it could be a 
defendant in a Barie Act action].) 

Second, the Bane Act is sometimes referred to as a "hate crime" statute, largely due to examples 
cited in support of the bill when it was enacted in 1987. However, unlike the Unruh Act and the 
Ralph Act, there is no reference in the Bane Act to "protected characteristics" that are typically 
required to make something a hate crime. In sum, one does not need to be a member of a 
protected group to bring an action under the Bane Act, not does the act of interference need to be 
based on the targeted person's protected characteristics. Originally, some courts held that the 
Bane Act required discriminatory animus on the basis of a protected characteristic, but in 2004, 
the California Supreme Court made clear that it was not the case, as the plain language of the 
statute, unlike the Unruh and Ralph Acts, does not mention any protected characteristics. (See 
Venegas v. County of Los Angeles (2004) 32 Cal.4th 820, 841-843 ("Venegas f') [overturning 
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prior decisions to the extent that they assumed a Bane Act action needed to be based on animus 
toward a protected charactetistic].) In sum, the Bane Act is a broad and potentially powerful civil 
rights statute that allows any person to bring a lawsuit against any other person (not just a person 
acting under color oflaw) who interferes with any legal or Constitutional right by means of 
threats, intimidation, or coercion, or who attempts to interfere with those rights by those means. 

The Bane Act and sovereign (governmental) immunity. Califomia's Government Claims Act 
(fom1erly known as the "Tort Claims Act") codifies the concept of "sovereign immunity," which 
essentially shields govemment from civil lawsuits, except under very limited circumstances. 
Rooted in the ancient principle that no one can drag the King into court- it was the "King's 
Court," after all -the concept morphed into the idea that even "non-monarchical" govemments, 
and govenunent employees acting within the scope of their duties, should enjoy at least a 
"qualified immunity" from civil suits. California' s Government Claims Act starts with the broad 
claim that "a public entity is not liable for an injury" caused by the entity, except as otherwise 
provided by another statute. In short, we start with the assumption that the govenunent is 
immune from liability unless the Legislature enacts a statute providing otherwise. Despite this 
broad assertion of immunity, the Legislature has used its power to enact exceptions over the 
years. Most significant, Govenunent Code Section 815.2 (a) provides that a public entity may be 
liable for injuries caused by an act or omission of its employees acting within the scope of 
employment, if the employee' s act would subject the employee to liability. However, even where 
existing law permits an action against a public entity, the Govenunent Claims Act still includes a 
"presentation" requirement for most causes of action. Although there are important exceptions, 
as a general rule a person wishing to sue a government entity or govemment employee must first 
"present" a claim to the entity and, in many cases, exhaust all administrative remedies before 
bringing an action in court. (Govemment Code Section 910 et seq.) And even then, specific laws 
that immunize certain actions (such as a prosecutor's discretion whether to initiate criminal 
charges- set forth on Govemment Code Section 821.6, discussed in more detail below) may 
preclude the success of a civil action brought under the Bane Act. Therefore, govemment 
immunity has been the major stumbling block to persons seeking justice when their rights are 
violated, sometimes violently and fatally, such as by law enforcement officers. 

Last year' s SB 2 (Bradford) Chap. 409, Stats. 2021, amended the Bane Act to expressly provide 
that actions brought under its provisions are not subject to the govemment immunity provisions 
in Sections 821.6, 844.6, and 845.6 ofthe Govemment Code when a civil cause of action is 
"brought against any peace officer or custodial officer". These sections of the Govemment 
Claims Act grant immunity to public employees for injuries caused by instituting or prosecuting 
a judicial or administrative proceeding, even if the acts are malicious and without probable 
cause; to public entities for injuries caused to prisoners; to a public employee or a public entity 
for failure to provide medical care to a person in their custody. In addition, SB 2 specified that 
the provisions of the Govemment Claims Act that require public entities to indemnify and defend 
public employees for claims brought against the employee individually, apply to actions brought 
against public employees under the Bane Act. It should be pointed out that SB 2 did not affect 
the very broad immunity under Govemment Code Section 821.6 that applies to prosecutors and 
their exercise of prosecutorial discretion. 

Prosecutorial Immunity. Govemment Code Section 821.6 states that, "A public employee is not 
liable for injury caused by his instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding 
within the scope ofhis employment, even if he acts maliciously and without probable cause." 
This statute has been interpreted to offer extremely broad immunity to prosecutors and their 
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discretionary acts, including whether to initiate criminal charges. In Sullivan v. County of Los 
Angeles (1974) 12 Cal. 3d 710, the California Supreme Court interpreted section 821.6 as 
providing immunity of public employees against malicious prosecution claims and noted that "no 
statute imposes liability on public entities for malicious prosecution." as "confining its reach to 
malicious prosecution actions." (Jd. at p. 720.) 

This is similar to the immunity that prosecutors have under federal law that protects them from 
liability for exercising their prosecutorial discretion, even when it violates federal civil rights. 
"State prosecutors are absolutely immune from § 1983 actions when perfonning functions 
'intimately associated with the judicial phase of the criminal process,' [Citation omitted] or, 
phrased differently, "when perfom1ing the traditional functions of an advocate." (Kalina v. 
Fletcher ( 1997) 522 U.S. 118, 131.) "Prosecutors are entitled to qualified immunity, rather than 
absolute immunity, when they perfonn administrative functions, or 'investigative functions 
normally performed by a detective or police officer."' ( Genzler v. Longanbach (9th Cir. 2005) 
410 F.3d 630, 636 [quoting Kalina, 522 U.S. at 126].) The rationale is that prosecutors must be 
able to pursue criminals with courage and independence, and without worrying about the threat 
oflawsuits. "The common-law immunity of a prosecutor is based upon ... concern that 
harassment by unfounded litigation would cause a deflection of the prosecutor's energies fi·om 
his public duties, and the possibility that he would shade his decisions instead of exercising the 
independence of judgment required by his public trust." (Imbler v. Pachtman (1976) 424 U.S. 
409, 422-423.) 

This broad prosecutorial immunity has given inadequate recourse to plaintiffs harmed (including 
by being imprisoned for decades) by unconscionable prosecutorial misconduct, including 
fabricating evidence and negotiating a plea deal for which there clearly is no factual basis (such 
as a manslaughter conviction based upon the death of an unborn fetus). In the Perez case, 
discussed above, it means that she has no recourse after spending 11 years in prison, locked up 
for a crime that does not exist, other than pursuing an inadequate amount of compensation from 
the state fund for erroneously convicted persons. 

Govemment Code Section 821.6 has never been amended or modified since it was enacted in 
1963, despite the fact that appellate courts have confoundingly managed to expand its meaning 
beyond the parameters of Sullivan. (See, e.g., Kayfetz v. State (1984) 156 Cal. App. 3d 491,497 
["section 821.6 is not limited to suits for damages for malicious prosecution, although that is a 
principal use ofthe statute"]; Amylou R. v. Cty. of Riverside (1994) 28 Cal. App. 4th 1205, 1211 
[explaining that "the section clearly extends to proceedings which were not initiated out of a 
malicious intent, and thus would not constitute malicious prosecution"].) But that does not mean 
that Section 821.6 can't or shouldn't be amended or modified by the Legislature, just as the 
immunity for peace officers and custodial officers was modified last year by SB 2. (See also 
Buckley v. Fitzsimmons (1993) 509 U.S. 259, 268 [observing that because Congress could have 
abrogated prosecutorial immunity in Section 1983, but given that it did not do so explicitly and 
given the longevity of the concept, courts have assumed that it did intend to do so by 
implication].) 

Arguably there is no public policy rationale for giving prosecutors immunity for acts that clearly 
are outside the normal scope of prosecutorial discretion, such as fabricating evidence. In fact, the 
U.S. Supreme Court held as much when it declined to apply absolute immunity to a prosecutor 
who fabricated evidence of a defendant's guilt on the basis that evidence gathering (and 
fabrication) is not a prosecutorial function. "When a prosecutor performs the investigative 
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functions nonnally perfonned by a detective or police officer, it is 'neither appropriate nor 
justifiable that, for the same act, immunity should protect the one and not the other."' (Buckley, 
supra, at pp. 273-274.) 

Likewise, there is no public policy rationale for granting absolute immunity to prosecutors for a 
decision to prosecute a pregnant woman for a pregnancy outcome in direct violation of a 
legislative directive not to do so. Although filing criminal charges is an exercise ofprosecutorial 
discretion, where the law clearly prohibits criminal charges- as existing law does now (and the 
Reproductive Privacy Act would do in an even more clear and adamant way under the bill) -
there is no discretion to file charges. Thus, especially given the extremely narrow scope of the 
liability under the bill (only for decisions to pregnant women for the loss of their pregnancy 
when the law prohibiting such prosecutions has clearly prohibited such prosecutions for more 
than 50 years), modifying the immunity protection offered by Government Code Section 821 .6 
seems justified and appropriate. 

Author's amendments. In order to address the issues about Section 9 of the bill discussed above, 
the author proposes the following clarifying amendments: 

123469. (a) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article may bring 
a civil action against an offending state actor in a federal distriet eo1:1rt or state superior court. 
A state elaim bro1:1ght in federal distriet eo1:1rt shall be a s1:1pplemental elaim to a federal 
el-aiflt 
(b) Whoever denies the right protected by this article, or aids, incites, or conspires in that 
denial, is liable (or each and every offense (or the actual damages suffered by any person 
denied that right and, in addition, the (ollowbtg: 
(1) An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting without a jury. (or exemplary 

damages. 
(2) A civil penaltv of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) to be awarded to the person 
denied the right protected by this article. An action shall be commenced within three years 
o(tlte alleged practice violation oft/tis article. 
(3) Preventive relief. including permanent or temporary injunction, restraining order, or 
other order against the person or persons responsible (or the conduct, as the complainant 
deems necessary to ensure the full enjoyment oftlte rights described in this article. 
&Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney's fees and costs, including expert 
witness fees and other litigation expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 
brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney's fees, the court shall 
consider the degree to which the relief obtained relates to the relief sought. 
(d)(l) A partv aggrieved bv conduct or regulation in violation of this article mav also bring 
a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 ofthe Civil Code. Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of 
the Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 ofthe Civil Code may be 
based upon instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative proceeding in 
violation oft/tis article. 
(2) For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this subdivision, the criminal 
investigation, arrest. or prosecution, or threat ofbtvestigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a 
person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, 
constitutes 11threat, intimidation, or coercion" pursuant to Section 52.1 oftlte Civil Code. 
(e) Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government Code, providing (or 
indemnification ofan employee or former employee ofa public entity, shall apply to any 
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cause o(actiolt brought u11der this sectiolt agai11st alt employee or (ormer employee o(a 
public e11titv. 

The damages and other remedies proposed to be added to the bill are identical to those provided 
in Section 52 of the Civil Code for violations of the Unruh Civil Rights Act (Civil Code Section 
51), the Civil Rights Act (Civil Code Section 51.5), and the Gender Tax Repeal Act of 1995 
(Civil Code Section 51.6). It seems appropriate that the bill would incorporate those remedies, 
given that it also seeks to protect and provide remedies for violations of personal rights. 

A plaintiff would also be specifically authorized to bring an action under the Bane Act for 
violations of the Reproductive Privacy Act. And while a plaintiff could do so now, the bill would 
provide new tools to a future plaintiff in two fonns. First, the amendments propose to clarify that 
the criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, 
of a person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome 
would constitute "threat, intimidation, or coercion" pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. It 
is obvious that a criminal investigation or prosecution, or threat thereof-with its potential 
impacts on employment, parental rights, social status and reputation, and loss of freedom by 
imprisonment-is threatening and intimidating. The prospect of criminal punishment can also be 
highly coercive, as demonstrated in the Perez case, where the threat of lifetime punishment was 
used to extract an admission of guilt to a lesser criminal charge for which there was no factual 
basis. The proposed amendments would merely clarify the point. The proposed amendments also 
clarify that if a public employee were sued under the bill, their employer would be obligated to 
indemnify and defend the employee. The same language was enacted relative to the Bane Act in 
last year's SB 2. 

Finally, the proposed amendments remove an offensive and obsolete term, "crime against 
nature," from Section 27491 of the Government Code. 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT: The co-sponsors--ACLU California Action, Black Women for 
Wellness, California Latinas for Reproductive Justice, If/When/How: Lawyering for 
Reproductive Justice, NARAL Pro-Choice California, and Planned Parenthood Affiliates of 
California--all write in support of the bill that it "protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that 
no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a 
pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss." They observe that although it "is not a crime to have 
an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss . .. [and] despite clear law forbidding these 
charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been 
charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses." They observe that, "AB 2223 protects 
reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms people's right to 
be free from investigation, prosecution, and incarceration based on their pregnancy outcomes: 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss." Black Women for Wellness 
Action Project point out that, "This bill is also particularly important to our organization our 
community, as we know that Black mommas and families are particularly and likely to be 
targeted." The California Women's Law Center observes that, "AB 2223 will protect 
reproductive freedom in California by clearly delineating that ending or losing a pregnancy is not 
a crime." 

ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION: Americans United for Life writes that, '"Perinatal ' is not 
defined in this bill, causing critics to decry AB 2223 as infanticide. Elsewhere in California law, 
"perinatal care" is defined as "provision of care during pregnancy, labor, delivery, and 
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postpartum and neonatal periods." . .. Absent a definition in the bill, it certainly appears that the 
intent of this legislation is to legalize child abandomnent (or worse) in the first weeks after birth. 
If this is not the bill sponsors' intent, they should amend the bill to clarify that the official policy 
of California is not state-sanctioned infanticide." Virtually all of the groups in opposition express 
strong opposition to the bill's current language regarding "perinatal death" and many conclude 
that it could decriminalize the killing of a newborn. Americans United for Life asks, "If a baby is 
found in a dumpster can law enforcement investigate the child' s death? Probably not under AB 
2223." California Family council observes, "California has a Safely Surrendered Baby Law that 
allows a mother to drop off her newborn baby at a hospital, police department, or fire station 
with no questions asked. Mothers should not be killing their newborn children when all they 
have to do is take them safely to a drop-offlocation." The Fredrick Douglass Foundation of 
California writes the following in opposition to the bill: "AB 2223 continues the practice of 
eugenics on steroids. It targets the very population it pretends to protect, women of color." 

REGISTERED SUPPORT I OPPOSITION: 

Support 

Access Reproductive Justice . 
ACLU California Action (co-sponsor) 
Black Women for Wellness Action Project (co-sponsor) 
California Coalition for Women Prisoners 
California for Safety and Justice 
California Latinas for Reproductive Justice (co-sponsor) 
California Nurse Midwives Association (CNMA) 
California Women's Law Center 
Californians United for A Responsible Budget 
Citizens for Choice 
Courage California 
Disability Rights California 
Ella Baker Center for Human Rights 
If/when/how: Lawyering for Reproductive Justice (co-sponsor) 
Initiate Justice 
Naral Pro-choice California (co-sponsor) 
National Center for Youth Law 
National Health Law Program 
Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California (co-sponsor) 
Smart Justice California 
Survived & Punished 
Urge: Unite for Reproductive & Gender Equity 
Women's Foundation California 

Opposition 

Americans United for Life 
California Capitol Connection 
California Family Council 
Calvary Chapel of Placerville 
Capitol Resource Institute 
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Concerned Women for America 
Frederick Douglass Foundation of California 
Liberty Baptist Church ofNorwalk, CA 
National Center for Law & Policy 
Pacific Justice Institute 
Real Impact 
Right to Life League of Southern California 
Right to Life of Kern County 
The Salt & Light Council 
Traditional Values for Next Generations 
Numerous individuals 

Analysis Prepared by: Alison Merrilees I JUD. I (916) 319-2334 
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June 22, 2022 

The Honorable Gavin Newsom 
Governor, State of California 
1021 0 Street, Suite 9000 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

The Honorable Toni Atkins 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

President ProTem, California State Senate 
1021 0 Street, Suite 8518 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

The Honorable Anthony Rendon 
Speaker, California State Assembly 
1021 0 Street, Suite 8330 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Legislation Supporting Reproductive Justice in California 
SUPPORT from the City of Los Angeles 

Dear Governor Newsom, ProTem Atkins, and Speaker Rendon: 

On behalf of the City of Los Angeles, I write to express the City's strong support of the 
California Legislative Women's Caucus' 2022 Reproductive Justice Package, which 
strengthens and expands access to abortion services and ensures that California is a 
national beacon for reproductive freedom, including support for SCA 10 the proposed 
constitutional amendment to explicitly protect abortion and contraception in California's 
constitution. 

With the U.S. Supreme Court poised to overturn the long-standing legal protections of 
abortion services under Roe v. Wade, it is imperative that California take the lead, live 
up to its proclamation as a "Reproductive Freedom State," and be ready to serve 
anyone who seeks abortion services. Should the Court overturn Roe or allow a 
pre-viability ban to remain in place, people in over half of the states in the country- over 

200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 303 LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 {213} 978-0600 
MAYOR.LACITY.ORG 
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Reproductive Justice Package- Support from City of Los Angeles 
Page 2 of 3 
June 22, 2022 

36 million women and other people who may become pregnant- will lose access to 
abortion care. 

According to a Guttmacher Institute report, 2021 has been the worst year for abortion 
rights since Roe v. Wade was decided in 1973. More than 1 06 abortion restrictions have 
been enacted in 19 states, including 12 bans on abortion. Another report by the 
Guttmacher Institute shows that if there was a total ban on abortion in the 26 states that 
are expected to ban abortion should Roe fall , the number of out-of-state women of 
reproductive age who would find their next nearest clinic in California would increase 
from a previous 46,000 to 1.4 million, with 1.3 million of these people residing in 
Arizona. 

I am encouraged to see that the joint legislative budget agreement builds upon the 
Governor's May Revision proposals to increase access to reproductive healthcare 
services, improve clinical infrastructure, and expand the workforce in reproductive 
healthcare services. I urge that these investments will be retained in the final budget. In 
addition to these investments, I urge the Legislature to adopt the California Legislative 
Women's Caucus' Reproductive Justice Package to increase access to safe, equitable, 
and affordable abortion care. 

The City of Los Angeles applauds the work of the California Future of Abortion Council 
and the Legislative Women's Caucus in advancing these key policy proposals to ensure 
California's leadership role on this important issue. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

ERIC GARCETTI 
Mayor 

CC: Honorable Members, California Legislative Women's Caucus 

200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 303 LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 (213) 978-0600 
MAYOR.LACITY.ORG 
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June 22, 2022 

Attachment: List of State Legislation 

SCA 10 (Atkins)- Reproductive Freedom 
AB 1666 (Bauer-Kahan)- Abortion: Civil Actions 
AB 1918 (Petrie-Norris) - California Reproductive Health Service Corps 
AB 2091 (Bonta) - Reproductive Health And Privacy 
AB 2134 (Weber)- Reproductive Health Care 
AB 2205 (Carrillo)- California Health Benefit Exchange: Abortion Services Coverage 
Reporting 
AB 2223 (Wicks) - Reproductive Health 
AB 2320 (Garcia) - Reproductive Health Care Pilot Program 
AB 2586 (Garcia) - Reproductive And Sexual Health Working Group 
AB 2626 (Calderon)- Medical Board Of California: Licensee Discipline: Abortion 
SB 245 (Gonzalez) - Health Care Coverage: Abortion Services: Cost-Sharing 
SB 1142 (Caballero/Skinner) -Abortion Services 
SB 1245 (Kamlager) - Los Angeles County Abortion Access Safe Haven Pilot Program 
SB 1375 (Atkins)- Nursing: Nurse Practitioners 

200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 303 LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 (213) 978-0600 
MAYOR.LACITY.ORG 
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• CALIFORNIA 
MEDICAL 
ASSOCIATION 

June 20,2022 

The Honorable Senator Richard Pan, M.D. 
Chair, Senate Health Committee 
1021 0 Street, Room 3310 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chair Pan, 

AB 2223 (Wicks) 

CMA Position: SUPPORT 

On behalf of the more than 50,000 physician and medical student members of the California Medical 
Association (CMA), we are proud to support AB 2223 (Wicks). CMA applauds this effort to remove barriers to 
reproductive health access. 

By decriminalizing abortion and other pregnancy loss that occurs outside a health care setting, AB 2223 
protects individuals who were pregnant from prosecution if they do not carry the pregnancy to term. 
Additionally, it takes an additional step by adding penalties into the law for individuals who attempt to 
violate this policy or deny anyone the right to privacy over their reproductive health decisions. 

CMA policy supports ensuring that all Californians have access to safe and professional abortion services. 
AB 2223 ensures that all individuals can safely access abortion services without fear of criminal reprisal. 
Moreover, it ensures that decisions about reproductive health are protected by the right to privacy, and that 
there are consequences for those who would seek to violate that right. 

Eliminating obstacles to reproductive health care for all individuals, regardless of income level, geography, 
or other factors is critical to achieving health equity in California . Ensuring that individuals do not face 
public intrusion into, or criminal sanction for, reproductive health choices furthers this goal. 

For these reasons, CMA encourages your support for AB 2223 (Wicks). Please do not hesitate to contact me 
with any questions (707) 310-4536. 

Sincerely, 

Cyndi Hillery 
Legislative Advocate, Government Relations 

cc: The Honorable Assemblymember Buffy Wicks 
The Honorable Senator Melissa Melendez 
Melanie Moreno, Staff Director, Senate Health Committee 
Joe Parra, Consultant, Senate Republican Policy and Fiscal Office 
Tim Conaghan, Consultant, Senate Republican Policy and Fiscal Office 

cm.adocs.or9 
CALIFORNIA MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 
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ACCESS,,__, 
REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE 

June 10, 2022 
The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

P.O. BOX 3609 
Oakland, CA 94609 

510-923-0739 
ACCESSRJ.ORG 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and 
Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE, strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects 
reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be 
investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing 
pregnancy loss. 

As California's only abortion fund, we stand behind the Reproductive Justice movement. 
SisterSong_defines Reproductive Justice as "The human right to maintain personal bodily 
autonomy, have children, not have children, and parent the children we have in safe and 
sustainable communities." 
Reproductive Justice demands that we work at the intersections of racial, economic, and 
gender justice and we strive to use this lens in all our advocacy and outreach. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to 
make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide 
offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who 
have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-
managed abortion. These cases, as well as the leaked Supreme Court draft opinion 
overturning Roe, are reminders that we must continue to fight to ensure that all 
Californians have access to reproductive justice. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from 
seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is 
also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who 
may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 
Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil 
penalties on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be 
able to support friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without 
being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of 
their pregnancy outcomes. 
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ACCESS Reproductive Justice, often serves as an initial point of contact and primary support 
system for patients navigating myriad barriers in reproductive healthcare access. From 
managing basic logistics, what is and is not covered, to debunking misinformation, facing 
harassment and intimidation at·clinics-as well as state-prescribed hurdles like mandatory 
waiting periods, parental consent, high co pays and cost, or judicial bypass provisions. 
Trained, compassionate advocates operate our toll-free bilingual hotline. We play a crucial 
advocacy role in addressing those most impacted by restrictive laws, centering the LGBTQ+ 
community, low-income, young, and communities of color, among others. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy 
outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 
It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give 
coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps 
prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when 
abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also 
ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people 
through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people 
whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, 
allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 
And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from 
other states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For these reasons, ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE supports AB 2223. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jessica Pinckney 
Executive Director 
ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE 

ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE removes barriers to sexual and reproductive health care and builds 
the power of Californians to demand health, justice, and dignity. At ACCESS RJ, we are building 
towards a future where all people in California have the freedom and resources necessary to make 
empowered and dignified decisions about their sexual and reproductive health, including the 
decision to have an abortion, without shame or stigma and regardless of their race, religion, 
documentation or economic status. A future where Black, Indigenous and people of color (BIPOC) 
and queer communities trust themselves; are trusted; and have the social, political, and economic 
power to sustain their communities and to build the families they desire, chosen and biological. 
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Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

June 7, 2022 

The Honorable Thomas Umberg 
Chair, Senate Judiciary Committee 
1 021 0 Street Room 3240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Senator Umberg, 

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California, on behalf of the 7 Planned Parenthood affiliates in the state who 
provide health care and sexual health education in every county, is a proud to support of AB 2223, a bill that 
protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, 
or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. As a leading provider of sexual and 
reproductive health care, Planned Parenthood health centers treat approximately 1 ,000 patients a year suffering 
from pregnancy loss. The subsequent fear of their pregnancy outcome being criminalized makes this reality even 
more difficult to face. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite clear law 
forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been 
charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who 
have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical 
part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health because people who fear 
prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, 
Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a 
result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also 
a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions 
because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on people who assist 
others in obtaining an abortion . Californians must be able to support friends, community members, and loved 
ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AS 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their pregnancy 
outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms people's right to 
be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a 
pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate 
certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful 
prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also 
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ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil 
legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose rights have been 
violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts . 
And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for helping others 
exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all these reasons, Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California is proud to support AB 2223 and appreciate 
your leadership on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Molly Robson 
Legislative Director, Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

CC: The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
Members and Committee Staff, Senate Judiciary Committee 
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May 15,2022 

The Honorable Chris Holden 
Chair, Assembly Appropriations Committee 
1021 0 Street, Suite 8220 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

STRONGER!. 

UNITED I 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

As Amended: 4/6/22 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Stronger Women United strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive freedom by ensuring 
that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy 
or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

The most recent research concerning domestic violence, pregnancy, and reproductive health care. Domestic 
violence kills more pregnant women each year than any other cause. Nearly 20% of women experience 
violence during pregnancy, with pregnant adolescents and women with unintended pregnancies at an 
increased risk. 

A study shows unhoused families are the fastest-growing segment of homeless people. In other words, 
making up about 40 percent of the homeless population on any given night. 

Subsequently, it has also been studied those homeless women are almost five times more likely to become 
pregnant than housed women. 

Stronger Women United is a collective of unhoused and previously unhoused women and allies drawing 
on our lived experiences with housing displacement to fight for housing justice as a form of gender justice. 
We know that affordable housing gives women a viable strategy to exit abusive and violent homes and 
systems, and this gives us power. It enables us to say "no" to the abuse and oppression that come with being 
unhoused, and to reclaim our bodies and lives as our own. We know that access to safe, permanent, 
affordable housing is critical step in our movement for dignity, equality, and freedom. Together, we aim to 
grow our movement and ensure that everyone has access to a safe, affordable home. While we know 
housing helps us heal, poverty is a reality access to safe nondiscriminatory women's services is critical. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite 
clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, 
Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently 
no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or 
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STRONGERI1 '' 
UNITED 

self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that 
this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because people 
who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for 
Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy 
outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive 
state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who 
may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on people who 
assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, community members, 
and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their pregnancy 
outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affinns people's 
right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion or 
experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to 
investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and even 
unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were 
crimes. It also ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through 
criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose rights have 
been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through 
the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for 
helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons Stronger Women United supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Callie Rutter 
Founding Member 
Stronger Women United 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Appropriations Committee 
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Voices for Progress 

May 3, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Voices for Progress strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive freedom by 
ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated 
for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

Voices for Progress galvanizes the advocacy of business leaders, entrepreneurs, philanthropists, 
and other prominent individuals who unite to champion a healthy climate and environment, 
strengthen our democracy, and ensure economic and social justice for all. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, 
there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a 
result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive 
justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because 
people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a 
critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience 
adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans 
people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal 
medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 

National Office I 170 I K Stree t N W. Suite I 025 I Washington, DC 20006 
Western Region Oflice 13 12 Arizona Awnue I Santa IV!onica. CA 9040 I 

Californ ia State Office 11 225 8th Street, Suite 375 1 Sacramento, CA 958 14 
Voices tbr Progress is a project of The Advocacy Fund. Voices for Progress Education Fund is a project of Tides Center. 

www. voicestorprogress.org 
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Voices for Progress 

community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, 
or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their pregnancy 
outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they 
have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy 
losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about 
pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalizat ion of their reproduct ive outcomes, allowing people to 
seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states 
for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons Voices for Progress supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Evan Minton 
California State Policy & Programmatic Manager 
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American College of 
Obstetricians and Gynecologists 

District IX 
April 4, 2022 

The Honorable Mark Stone, Chair 
Assembly Committee on Judiciary 
1 020 N Street, Room 1 04 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: AB 2223 (Wicks)- SUPPORT 

Dear Chairman Stone: 

The American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists District IX (ACOG) is 
pleased to support AB 2223 (Wicks), which will protect individuals from being 
investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing 
pregnancy loss. 

ACOG opposes the prosecution of pregnant individuals for conduct alleged to 
have harmed their fetus, including the criminalization of self-induced abortion. 
The threat of prosecution may result in negative health outcomes by deterring 
people from seeking needed care, including care related to complications after 
abortion. Throughout the United States, individuals have been prosecuted for a 
variety of actions during pregnancy that allegedly caused harm or risk of harm to 
fetuses they were carrying. For example, individuals have been arrested and jailed 
for crimes such as child endangerment, feticide, or homicide for using drugs 
during pregnancy, attempting suicide or declining to proceed with a 
recommended cesarean delivery. ACOG has long opposed efforts to criminalize 
such actions during pregnancy. 

In addition, individuals have been prosecuted and sometimes incarcerated for 
allegedly self-inducing an abortion in the United States. The reasons why people 
attempt to self-induce an abortion are varied and include barriers to accessing 
clinic-based care, including cost, distance to the facility, and lack of knowledge of 
where and how to access care, as well as a preference for self-care. 

AB 2223 protects people from criminalization of their pregnancy outcomes and 
secures their reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy 
Act affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their 
pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy 
loss. The bill eliminates provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate certain 
abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and 
even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are 
reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected 
about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal 

Women's Health Care Physicians 
Education • Advocacy • Practice • Research 
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systems. AB 2223 creates a private right of action for people whose rights have been violated by 
criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 
And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for 
helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all these reasons, ACOG is proud to support AB 2223 (Wicks) and ask for your "aye" vote. Thank 
for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Ryan Spencer 
Legislative Advocate 

CC: The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
Members of the Assembly Committee on Judiciary 

Women's Health Care Physicians 
Education • Advocacy • Practice • Research 
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1\SIAN AMERICANS 

ADVANCING 
JUSTICE 
CALIFORNIA 

April 4, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Asian Americans Advancing Justice - California (Advancing Justice - CA)strongly supports AB 
2223, a bill that protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California 
will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing 
pregnancy loss. 

Advancing Justice - CA, a partnership of Advancing Justice - Asian Law Caucus and Advancing 
Justice - Los Angeles, advocates for the civil and human rights of Asian American, Native 
Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander and other underserved communities to promote a just and 
equitable society for all through policy. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. 
Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system 
as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing 
reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because 
people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a 
critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience 
adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans 
people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal 
medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 
community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or 
prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from crimina/ization of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 
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AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they 
have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty 
to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy 
losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about 
pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to 
seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states 
for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons Advancing Justice- CA supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Faith Lee 
Legislative Director 
Asian Americans Advancing Justice - California 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVINE • LOS ANGELES • MERCED • RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO SANfA BARBARA • SANfACRUZ 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT Office of State Governmental Relations 
I I 30 K Street, Suite 340 

BRENT COLBURN Sacramento, California 95814 
Senior Vice President, External Relations and Communications (916) 445-9924 

August 18, 2022 

Kieran Flaherty, Associate Vice President & Director 

SENATE FLOOR ALERT 
AB 2223 (Wicks)- Third Reading 

To: Members ofthe California State Senate 

RE: Assembly Bil/2223 (Wicks), as amended on June 20, 2022 
Position: SUPPORT 

The University of California (UC) proudly supports Assembly Bill 2223 by Assemblymember Wicks. UC is 
deeply concerned about the restricted availability of reproductive health care throughout the nation as a result of 
the Supreme Court's decision in Dobbs v. Jackson Women 's Health Organization, and this important bill 
affirms and strengthens protections for people in California from being investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated 
for ending a pregnancy or experiencing a pregnancy loss. 

UC's six academic health centers and health professional schools are heeding state leaders' calls to ensure that 
access to reproductive health services, including abortion, is preserved in California and available to all. Each of 
our academic health centers and our student health centers offer reproductive services, and remain committed to 
do so. Further, four UC Obstetrics and Gynecology departments have accredited Complex Family Planning 
fellowship programs located at the Davis, San Francisco, Los Angeles and San Diego campuses, preparing 
future reproductive. healthcare practitioners and leaders. 

Many states are now seeking to impose criminal or civil penalties on people who assist others in obtaining an 
abortion. We cannot allow Californians to be similarly targeted. Fortunately, AB 2223 seeks to ensure that no 
one in the State of California is investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated from ending a pregnancy or 
experiencing a pregnancy loss and that their right to reproductive freedom is protected. 

UC Urges a "YES" Vote on AB 2223 (Wicks) 
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August 15, 2022 

Memo To: Members ofthe Senate 

From: Kathi Harper, Policy Chair 

AB 2223 (Wicks) Coroner Inquests - Support 

On behalf of the American Association of University Women California 
(AAUW CA), this letter is to express our support for AB 2223 (Wicks), 
which eliminates the existing requirement that a coroner hold inquests for 
deaths related to self-induced or criminal abortion. The measure also 
deletes the requirement that an unattended fetal death be treated as a death 
without medical attendance. 

AAUW CA is a leading organization advocating equity for women and 
girls. Our membership includes over 10,000 California women in 119 
branches throughout the state- with another 5,000 members at large. 
Reproductive health care is a key policy priority for AAUW CA. 

Existing law gives coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and 
pregnancy losses. Women who have just given birth, had an abortion, or 
experienced a pregnancy loss can be subjected to law enforcement 
inquiries, triggering harmful investigations and even unlawful 
prosecutions. 

AB 2223 strengthens the Reproductive Privacy Act to clarify the 
Legislature's intent that every individual possesses a fundamental right of 
privacy with respect to personal reproductive decisions. Women have the 
right to make their own decisions about pregnancy, including prenatal 
care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, sterilization, abortion 
care, miscarriage management, and infertility care. 

Further, the bill prohibits using the coroner's statements on the certificate 
of fetal death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil 

AAUW California Office 915 L Street (Suite C) Box# 418 Sacramento, CA 95814 916-389-0220 
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of C a 1 i f o r n i a 

cause of damages against any person based on their actions or omissions with respect to 
their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their 
actions to aid or assist a pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive rights. AB 2223 provides a 
person who suffers a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to the right bring a civil action against a 
person or state entity, and requires a court, upon a motion, to award reasonable attorneys' fees and costs 
to a prevailing plaintiff. 

In California, having an abortion, miscarriage or pregnancy loss does not constitute a crime. 
Unfortunately, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses, driving the 
necessity for stronger protections for women who have an abortion, or suffer a pregnancy loss. AB 2223 
further protects reproductive freedom in California and ensures women have the right to make decisions 
about their pregnancy. 

For these reasons, AAUW strongly supports AB 2223 and requests your "Aye" vote on this measure. If 
you have any questions or need further information, please do not hesitate to contact our advocate in 
Sacramento, Kathy Van Osten with MVM Strategy Group at 916-605-9293 or 
kvanosten@mvmstrategy.com. 

Cc: Melanie Moreno, Senate Health Committee 
Amanda Mattson, Senate Judiciary Committee 
Assemblymember Buffy Wicks 

AAUW California Office 915 L Street (Suite C) Box# 418 Sacramento, CA 95814 2 916-389-0220 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1184

1844



AP1 - 37

.j 
UNITE FOR REPRODUCTIVE 
& GENDER EQUITY 

Reproductive justice powered by young people in the South and the Midwest. 

3/30/2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

URGE: Unite for Reproductive & Gender Equity strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that 
protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be 
investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing 
pregnancy loss. 

URGE is a state-driven national organization that builds power and sustains a young people's 
movement for reproductive justice by centering the leadership of young people of color who 
are women, queer, trans, nonbinary, and people with low incomes. We envision a liberated 
world where we can live with justice, love freely, express our gender and sexuality, and define 
and create families of our choosing. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make 
decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for 
pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who have been 
harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A 
critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never 
happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking 
care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more 
likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities 
and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for 
immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage 
abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Phone: (202) 965-7700 
Fax: (202) 965-7701 
Toll Free: (888) 784-4494 

734 15th Street NW • Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20005 
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IJRC 
UNITE FOR REPRODUCTIVE 
& GENDER EQUITY 

Reproductive justice powered by young people in the South and the Midwest. 
Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties 
on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support 
friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, 
arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy 
losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected 
about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people 
whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing 
people to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other 
states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons URGE supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Cruz 
Western States Field Director 
URGE: Unite for Reproductive & Gender Equity 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 

Phone: (202) 965-7700 
Fax: (202) 965-7701 
Toll Free: (888) 784-4494 

734 15th Street NW • Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20005 

Alabama* Georgia* Kansas *Ohio * Texas 
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March 30, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

P.O. Box 3525 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

www .CitizensforChoice.org 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy 
Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Nevada County Citizens for Choice strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects 
reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, 
prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

Citizens for Choice has promoted reproductive health and justice as a California nonprofit 
organization since 2001. We sponsor a clinic in Grass Valley operated by our partner 
Women's Health Specialists; provide health information and education; and engage in 
California focused advocacy. Consistent with our mission, we believe it is important to 
prevent criminalization of abortion and pregnancy loss. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make 
decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for 
pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who have been 
harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A 
critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never 
happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking 
care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are 
more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial 
inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a 
concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-
manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties 
on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support 
friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being 
investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

Citizens for Choice promotes reproductive justice through education, health care access and advocacy. 
We exist to inform and enable choice. 
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AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners 
a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the 
harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and 
pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that 
information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or 
civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people 
whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, 
allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other 
states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For these reasons, Nevada County Citizens for Choice supports AB 2223. We thank you for 
your leadership on this important bill. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine L. Sierra, J.D. 
President 
info@citizensforchoice.org 
Mobile: (530) 648-6816 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 

Citizens for Choice promotes reproductive justice through education, health care access and advocacy. 
We exist to inform and enable choice. 
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National Center for Youth Law 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

President 
Peter B. Edelman 
Georgetown University Law Center 

Vice President 
Christopher Wu 
National Center for State Courts 

Secretary 
Mary Bissell 
ChildFocus 

Treasurer 
James D. Weill 
Food Research & Action Center 
(FRAC}, retired 

David E. Brown 
The Annie E Casey Foundation 

Sophie Fanelli 
The Stuart Foundation 

Laura K. Lin 
Munger Toiles & Olson LLP 

Jack Louden 
Morrison & Foerster LLP 

Walter Patrick Loughlin 
Columbia Law School 

Mary E. McCutcheon 
Farella, Braun+ Martel LLP 

Dr. Jason Okonofua 
University of California, Berkeley 

Brian C. Rocca 
Morgan, Lewis & Bock ius LLP 

Lori Schecter 
McKesson Corporation 

Sandeep Solanki 
Facebook 

Mona Tawatao 
Equal Justice Society 

Executive Director 
Jesse Hahnel 

March 30, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 

State Capitol, Room 4240 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and 
Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

The National Center for Youth Law strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that 
protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California 
will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or 
experiencing pregnancy loss. 

The National Center for Youth Law (NCYL) is a non-profit organization that 
works to create a world in which every young person thrives and has a full and 
fair opportunity to achieve the future they envision for themselves. NCYL has 
spent decades partnering with health care providers, adolescent medicine 
experts, guardians, and youth to advocate for equitable access to critical health 
care, including reproductive health care. Our support for AB 2223 comes from 
this experience and perspective. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right 
to make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with 
homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse 
for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their 
pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing 
reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens 
again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public 
health, because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are 
deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and 
other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy 
outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, 
queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage 
abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

1212 Broadway , Suite 600 , Oakland, CA 94612-1805 I 510 .835.8098 tell 510.835.8099 fax 

info@youthlaw.org I www.youthlaw.org 
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National Center for Youth Law 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 
community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or 
prosecuted. 

AB 2223 ltelps solve tit is problem by protecting people from criminalization of tlteir pregnancy 
outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they 
have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to 
investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations 
and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as 
though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not 
used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose rights 
have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek 
justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states 
for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all ofthese reasons, the National Center for Youth Law supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Jesse Hahnel, Executive Director 

CC: Senator Sydney Kamlager 
Members of the Senate Health Committee 
Members of the Senate Judiciary Committee 

1212 Broadway, Suite 600 , Oakland, CA 94612-1805 I 510.835 .8098 tell 510.835.8099 fax 

info@youthlaw.org I www.youthlaw.org 
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CALIFORNIA 
ACTION 

March 30, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

P.O. Box 630 
1017 L Street 

Sacramento 95814 

Tel: (916) 442-1036 

Re: AB 2223- as amended 
COSPONSOR 

ACLU California Action is pleased to cosponsor AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive 
freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or 
incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

ACLU California Action fights for Californians' bodily autonomy and the right to have children, 
not have children, and parent the children we have with dignity and safety. We believe Californians 
deserve reproductive justice. This means we work to ensure that every person in our state has equal 
access to excellent reproductive and sexual health care; schools teach accurate and unbiased health 
information; racism and socioeconomic status no longer stand in the way of people achieving and 
maintaining healthy lives; and individual decisions about intimacy and child-bearing are respected, 
valued, and supported. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, 
there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result 
of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice 
for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of civil or criminal charges has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. 
This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to 
experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more 
likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer 
and trans people, young people, and others who also face barriers to safe, culturally competent, 
and inclusive medical systems. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 
community members, and loved ones with their abortion without fear of being investigated, 
arrested, or prosecuted. 

ACLU California Action is a collaboration of the ACLU of Northern California, ACLU of Southern 
California, and ACLU of San Diego & Imperial Counties. 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1191

1851



AP1 - 44

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from interrogation and criminalization 
of their pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from investigation, prosecution, and incarceration based on their 
pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty 
to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses 
are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about 
pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to 
seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states 
for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all fthese reasons, ACLU California Action is a proud cosponsor of AB 2223. 

Legislative Attorney 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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J\t7\ SMART ..,1.., JUSTICE 

2443 Fillmore Street 
Su ite 134 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
(415) 937-7522 
info@smartjusticeca.org 

ADVISORY BOARD 
Anne Irwin Director 
Scott Budnick 
Quinn Delaney 
Kaitlyn Krieger 
Ethan Nadelmann 
Robert Rooks 
Tim Silard 
Ana Zamora 

March 29,2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
1021 0 St., Ste. 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: AB 2223 (Wicks)- SUPPORT 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks: 

On behalf of Smart Justice California, I write in strong support of your bill 
AB 2223 to protect reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State 
of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a 
pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

Smart Justice California educates and emboldens policymakers who support 
meaningful criminal justice reforms that promote safety, fairness and healthy 
communities. We are an alliance of philanthropists working hand-in-hand 
with a broad coalition to foster common sense criminal justice reform through 
the electoral process, stakeholder engagement and voter education. 

In California, it is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience 
pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite clear law protecting the right to make 
decisions about pregnancy in our state, Californians have been charged with 
homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. 

Criminally prosecuting a person following pregnancy loss or termination is, 
simply put, wrong. It is devastating to the individual and her family, and has 
negative impacts on public health and safety. Fear of prosecution prevents 
people from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and 
other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy 
outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, 
queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage 
abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

States hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil 
penalties on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians 
must be able to support friends, community members, and loved ones with 
their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve these problems by protecting people from 
criminalization of their pregnancy outcomes. AB 2223 strengthens 
reproductive rights in the following ways: 
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2443 Fillmore Street 
Suite 134 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
(415) 937-7522 
info@smartjusticeca.org 

ADVISORY BOARD 
Anne Irwin Director 
Scott Budnick 
Quinn Delaney 
Kaitlyn Krieger 
Ethan Nadelmann 
Robert Rooks 
Tim Silard 
Ana Zamora 

• Protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive 
Privacy Act affirms people's right to be free from criminalization 
based on their pregnancy outcomes, whether they have an abortion or 
experience a pregnancy loss. 

• Eliminates out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to 
investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent 
the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen 
when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were 
cnmes. 

• Holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for 
people whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their 
reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the 
civil courts. 

• Ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from 
other states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to 
reproductive freedom. 

For these reasons, we strongly support AB 2223. If you wish to discuss 
further, please contact our advocate Natasha Minsker at 
natasha(£7!smm1j usticeca.org. 

Respectfully, 

Anne Irwin 
Founder & Executive Director 
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Elizabeth G. Taylor 
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Florida Health Justice Project 
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Jenner & Block 

Michele Johnson 
Tennessee Justice Center 

Arian M. June 
Debevoise & Plimpton LLP 

Jane Preyer 
Environmental Defense Fund (Ret.) 

Lourdes A. Rivera 
Center for Reproductive Rights 

Shamina Sneed 
TCW Group, Inc. 
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Senior Advisor to the Board 
Rep. Henry A. Waxman 
Waxman Strategies 

General Counsel 
Marc Fle ischaker 
Arent Fox, LLP 

March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion 
and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks: 

The National Health Law Program strongly supports AB 2223, a 
bill that protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one 
in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or 
incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy 
loss. The National Health Law Program is a public interest law 
firm that protects and expands the health care rights of 
individuals who have low incomes or are underserved. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience 
pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding 
these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide 
offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no 
recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system 
as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A 
critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is 
to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on 
individual and public health because people who fear 
prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from 
seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and 
other people of color, who are more likely to experience 

14441 Street NW, Suite 1105 · Washington, DC 20005 · (202) 289-7661 
3701 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 750 · Los Angeles, CA 90010 · (31 0) 204-601 0 

1512 E. Franklin Street, Suite 110 · Chapel Hill , NC 27514 · (919) 968-6308 
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adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to 
be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans 
people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal 
medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 
community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, 
or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they 
have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. It curbs the misuse of state power by 
eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and 
pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful 
prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they 
were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to 
target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to 
seek justice through the civil courts. And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted 
by legal provisions from other states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to 
reproductive freedom. For all of these reasons, the National Health Law Program supports AB 
2223. 

Sincerely, 
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Fabiola Carrion 
Director of Reproductive and Sexual Health 
National Health Law Program 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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March 29, 2022 

California Coalition for Women Prisoners 
4400 Market Street, Oakland, CA 94608 
Phone: (415) 255-7036 x4 Fax: (415) 552-3150 
info@womenprisoners.org 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy 
Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

The California Coalition for Women Prisoners (CCWP) strongly supports AB 2223, a 
bill that protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of 
California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or 
experiencing pregnancy loss. 

CCWP is a social justice organization that challenges the institutional violence 
imposed on women, transgender people, and communities of color by the prison 
industrial complex (PIC). The majority of our members are victims of violence, many 
of whom were prosecuted in contexts of surviving domestic and sexual violence. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to 
make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide 
offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who 
have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or 
self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all 
Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public 
health, because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred 
from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of 
color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of 
systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state 
systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, 
and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems 
is inaccessible. 
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California Coalition for Women Prisoners 
· 4400 Market Street, Oakland, CA 94608 

Phone: (415) 255-7036 x4 Fax: (415) 552-3150 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil 
penalties on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be 
able to support friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion 
without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of 
their pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy 
Act affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy 
outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give 
coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps 
prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when 
abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also 
ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people 
through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for 
people whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive 
outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from 
other states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive 
freedom. 

For all of these reasons the California Coalition for Women Prisoners supports AB 
2223. 

Sincerely, 

0fo---
Legal Advocate 
California Coalition for Women Prisoners 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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r-SURVIVED·AND PUNISHED 
-:- --·· I 

e..o,d the cr(_f12inalization_of dornestiC".J.nd 
. ; •• 11 

surv,vci.lanclpiJnlshcd.or;,g 

March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Survived & Punished 
1589 Y:z Altivo Way 

Los Angeles, CA 90026 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy 
Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Survived & Punished strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive 
freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, 
prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

Survived & Punished is a statewide and national organization that advocates for the 
freedom of criminalized survivors of domestic and sexual violence. The vast majority of 
people in women's prisons (and many in men's prisons) are survivors of domestic and 
sexual violence. The incarceration of survivors is so pervasive, researchers have 
characterized it as an abuse-to-prison pipeline. Domestic and sexual violence often 
create conditions for both pregnancy and pregnancy loss. For example, the physical 
consequences of trauma can increase the likelihood of pregnancy loss. Also, the 
severity and lethality of domestic violence often increases if survivors become pregnant, 
creating conditions of pregnancy loss outside of their control. 

California has not outlawed abortion, miscarriage, or the experience of pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to 
make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide 
offenses for pregnancy losses. This unlawful practice creates additional abuse-to-prison 
pathways for survivors of domestic and sexual violence. Worse, there is frequently no 
recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their 
pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice 
for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
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because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from 
seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is 
also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who 
may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil 
penalties on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be 
able to support friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without 
being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of 
their pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy 
outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give 
coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps 
prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when 
abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also 
ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people 
through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people 
whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, 
allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other 
states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons Survived & Punished strongly supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Alisa Bierria, Ph.D. 
Survived & Punished 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

WOMEN•s 
!fOUNDATION DR. BEATRIZ 

CALIFORNIA MARfA SOLIS 
POLICY INSTITUTE 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks: 

Women's Foundation California (WFC) strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive 
freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated 
for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

The WFC is a statewide, publicly supported foundation dedicated to achieving racial, economic, and 
gender justice by centering the experience and expertise of communities most impacted by systemic 
injustice. We support this effort to protect reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive 
Privacy Act affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite 
clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, 
Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently 
no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or 
self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure 
that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because people 
who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for 
Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy 
outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive 
state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others 
who may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on people 
who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, community 
members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 
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WOMEN•s 
.FOUNDATION DR. BEATRIZ 

CALIFORNIA MARfA SDLfS 
POLICY INSTITUTE 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from crlmlnalization of their pregnancy 
outcomes. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to 
investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and 
even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though 
they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target 
people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose rights have 
been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through 
the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for 
helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons, the WFC supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

v(Jf-
Marisol Franco, Director of Programs 
marisolf@womensfoundca.org 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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March 28, 2022 

Californians United for a Responsible Budget 
909-975- l 095 (c) 
www curbprjsonspendino oro 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 {Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy 
Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Californians United for a Responsible Budget/CURB strongly supports AB 2223, a 
bill that protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of 
California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a 
pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the 
right to make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with 
homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse 
for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their 
pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing 
reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens 
again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public 
health, because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are 
deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other 
people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy 
outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, 
queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage 
abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil 
penalties on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must 
be able to support friends, community members, and loved ones with their 
abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 
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AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of 
their pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive 
Privacy Act affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their 
pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a 
pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give 
coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps 
prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen 
when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. 
It also ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to 
target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for 
people whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive 
outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions 
from other states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to 
reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons CURB supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Amber-Rose Howard 

Executive Director 
Californians United for a Responsible Budget 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) -Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy 
Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Californians for Safety and Justice strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects 
reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be 
investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing 
pregnancy loss. 

Californians for Safety and Justice is a nonprofit organization working with Californians 
from all walks of life to replace prison and justice system waste with common sense 
solutions that create safe neighborhoods and save public dollars. Through policy 
advocacy, grassroots mobilization, public education, alliances, and support for local best 
practices, we promote strategies to stop the cycle of crime, reduce reliance on 
incarceration, and build healthy communities. Our work includes a growing statewide 
network of over 12,000 crime survivors and an organized constituency among the 8 
million Californians living with a past conviction or record and their families. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make 
decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for 
pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who have been 
harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. 
A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this 
never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking 
care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more 
likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities 
and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern 
for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage 
abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 
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Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties 
on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support 
friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being 
investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from crlminallzatlon of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners 
a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the 
harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and 
pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that 
information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal 
or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people 
whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, 
allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other 
states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all these reasons Californians for Safety and Justice supports AB 2223. 

E ward Little 
CA Government Affairs Manager 
Californians for Safety and Justice 
Elittle@safeandjust.org 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Mark Stone 
Chair, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
State Capitol, Room 104 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Assembly Bill 2223 (Wicks)- Support 

Dear Assemblymember Stone, 

On behalf of the California Women's Law Center, we write in support of AB 2223 which 
will clarify that the Reproductive Freedom Act affirms people's right to be free from 
criminal liability based on pregnancy outcomes. 

In California, it is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or to experience 
pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and 
protecting an individual's right to make decisions about their pregnancy, Californians 
have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy loss. 

The threat of criminal prosecution harms the health of individuals and the general 
public because people who fear prosecution based on their health issues are deterred 
from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of 
color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of 
systemic racial inequities and who are also more likely to be over-surveilled by state 
agencies. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, 
and others who may self-manage abortions because of an inability to access care in a 
formal medical system. 

AB 2223 will clarify that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms individuals' right to be 
free from criminal penalties based on their pregnancy outcomes, including abortion, 
miscarriage, or pregnancy loss. It will also hold state actors accountable by creating a 
private right of action for people whose rights have been violated by the 
criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through 
the courts. 

CWLC's mission is to create a more just and equitable society by breaking down barriers 
and advancing the potential of women and girls through transformative litigation, policy 
advocacy, and education. AB 2223 will protect reproductive freedom in California by 
clearly delineating that ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime. 

For these reasons, the California Women's Law Center supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Betsy Butler 
Executive Director 

360 North Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 2070 I El Segundo, CA 90245 
Phone: 323-951-1041 I Email: cwlc@cwlc.org 

www.cwlc.org 
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ELLA BAKER 
CENTER r 

i HUMAN RIGHTS 

March 29, 2002 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

She led. So can you. 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy 
Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

The Ella Baker Center for Human Rights strongly supports your bill , AB 2223, to protect 
reproductive rights by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, 
prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

Based in Oakland, the Ella Baker Center for Human Rights works to advance racial and 
economic justice to ensure dignity and opportunity for people with low income and 
people of color. The Ella Baker Center believes the criminalization of the people we 
work to protect for their personal decisions is inhumane. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to 
make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide 
offenses for pregnancy losses. Frequently, there is no recourse for people who have 
been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed 
abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure 
that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from 
seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is 
also a concern for immigrants, LGBTQ people, young people, and others who may 
self-manage abortions because of lack of access to medical care. 

The bill protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy 
outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 
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She led. So can you. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give 
coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps 
prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when 
abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also 
ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people 
through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people 
whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, 
allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. And finally, it ensures that 
Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for helping others 
exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons, among others, Ella Baker Center for Human Rights supports 
AB 2223 (Wicks_. For more information about our organization or our position, please 
contact our policy consultant Glenn Backes at glennbackes@mac.com or (916) 
202-2538. Thank you for your leadership on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Emily Harris 
Policy Director 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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March 31, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss -
Support 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

The California Nurse Midwives Association strongly supports AB 2223, a bill that protects 
reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be 
investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing 
pregnancy loss. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. 
Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to 
make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide 
offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who 
have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-
managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to 
ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from 
seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and .other people of color, 
who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is 
also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who 
may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil 
penalties on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be 
able to support friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without 
being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of 
their pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy 
outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 
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It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give 
coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps 
prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when 
abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also 
ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people 
through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people 
whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, 
allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from 
other states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons the California Nurse Midwives Association supports AB 2223. 

Paris Maloof-Bury 
President, California Nurse Midwives Association 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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March 30, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

BLRCK WOMEN 
r"1 WELLNESS 
ACTION PROJECT 

RE: SUPPORT- AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks: 
As proud co-sponsors of AB 2223 (Wicks), decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss, 
Black Women for W ellness Action Project (BWW AP) writes to express our strong support for this 
bill! AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California 
will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy 
loss. 

BWW AP is a statewide Reproductive Justice organization committed to improving the overall 
health status and wellbeing of Black women and girls and we work to achieve this by building 
the political and electoral power of Black women throughout California. BWW AP believes in a 
just and equitable future for Black women and as such, engages policy and sponsors legislation 
that advances gender equity. This bill is important to our organization and the community that 
we serve, because we believe in and recognize our individual right to bodily autonomy and self-
determination. Additionally, Black mommas and families are disproportionately surveilled, 
targeted and criminalized for our adverse pregnancy outcomes, exacerbating the trauma, 
deepening health disparities and chilling our ability to exercise out right to bodily autonomy. 

This bill is also particularly important to our organization our community, as we know that Black 
mommas and families are particularly and likely to be targeted 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, 
there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result 
of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice 
for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because 
people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a 
critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience 
adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans 
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BLACK WOMEN 
1q WELLNESS 

ACTION PROUCT 

people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical 
systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 
community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or 
prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their pregnancy 
outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they 
have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty 
to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses 
are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about 
pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to 
seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states 
for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons Black Women for Wellness Action Project supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Onyemma C. Obiekea 
Policy Analyst 
Black Women for Wellness Action Project 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California, on behalf of the 7 Planned Parenthood affiliates in the state who provide 
health care and sexual health education in every county, is a proud to support of AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive 
freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a 
pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. As a leading provider of sexual and reproductive health care, Planned 
Parenthood health centers treat approximately 1,000 patients a year suffering from pregnancy loss. The subsequent fear 
of their pregnancy outcome being criminalized makes this reality even more difficult to face. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite clear law forbidding 
these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide 
offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal 
system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all 
Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health because people who fear 
prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and 
other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial 
inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer 
and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is 
inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on people who assist others in 
obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, community members, and loved ones with their 
abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms people's right to be free 
from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate certain 
abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that 
happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information 
collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 
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AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose rights have been violated by 
criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the civil courts. And finally, it 
ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for helping others exercise their 
fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all these reasons, Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California is proud to support AB 2223 and appreciate your 
leadership on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Molly Robson 
Legislative Director, Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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California's protection & advocacy system 

March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Mark Stone 
Chair, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
1 020 N Street, Room 1 04 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

LEGISLATION & 
COMMUNICATIONS UNIT 

1831 K Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811-4114 

Tel: (916) 504-5800 
TTY: (800) 719-5798 

Intake Line: (800) 776-57 46 
Fax: (916) 504-5807 

www.disabilityrightsca.org 

Re: AB 2223 (WICKS) as amended March 17,2022- SUPPORT 

Dear Assemblymember Stone: 

On behalf of Disqbility Rights California (DRC), a non-profit advocacy 
organization that advances and protects the rights of Californians with 
disabilities, supports of AB 2223 (Wicks)which protects reproductive 
freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms people's 
right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcome 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and 
public health, because people who fear prosecution due to their health 
issues are deterred from seeking care. Californians must be able to support 
friends, community members, and loved ones for any reproductive health 
care, including abortion, without being investigated, arrested, or 
prosecuted. 

This bill curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date 
provisions that give coroners a duty to investigate certain abortions and 
pregnancy losses. This helps preventthe harmful investigations and even 
unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy_losses 
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AB 2223 (WICKS) as amended March 17, 2022 -SUPPORT 
Page 2 of2 

are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information 
collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through 
criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action 
for people whose rights have been violated by criminalization of their 
reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the civil 
courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal 
provisions from other states for helping others exercise their fundamental 
right to reproductive freedom. 

For these reasons, Disability Rights California supports AB 2223 and urge 
your 'aye' vote. 

Sincerely, 

Deb Roth 
Senior Legislative Advocate 
Disability Rights California 

cc: Honorable Members, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Honorable Buffy Wicks, California State Assembly 
Melanie Morelos, Legislative Director, Office of Wicks 
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March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento. CA 95814 

FREEDOM IS FOR 

EVERYBODY 

RE: AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss- Sponsor 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks. 

NARAL Pro-Choice California and our 295,000 members. we are proud to sponsor AB 2223 
(Wicks), a bill that protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of 
California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or 
experiencing pregnancy loss. 

NARAL Pro-Choice California is dedicated to protecting and expanding reproductive freedom 
for all people. For more than 50 years. NARAL Pro-Choice America has fought to protect and 
advance reproductive freedom at the federal and state levels-including access to abortion 
care, birth control, pregnancy and post-partum care, and paid family leave-for everybody. 
NARAL is powered by its more than 2.5 million members from every state and congressional 
district in the country. representing the 8 in 10 Americans who support legal abortion. 

In the fall of 2021, NARAL Pro-Choice California joined ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE, Black 
Women forWellness Action Project, Essential Access Health, National Health Law Program 
(NHeLP). Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California. the Office of Senate President pro 
Tempore Toni G. Atkins. and Training in Early Abortion for Comprehensive Healthcare to form 
the California Future of Abortion Council (CA FAB Council). Comprised of reproductive 
freedom and sexual and reproductive health care allies. partners, and leaders. the charge of 
theCA FAB Council was to identify barriers to abortion access for Californians and for people 
coming from out of state for abortion care, and recommend policy proposals and solutions. 
AB 2223 directly addresses several of the 45_mcommendations inthe CaLifornia.Euture.of 
Abortio.D_Counc.iLReport. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless. 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy. Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. 
Worse. there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system 
as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing 
reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking 
care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous. and other people of color, who are more 
likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and 
also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for 
immigrants. queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage 
abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

NARAL Pro-Choice California supports this bill and urges legislators to vote "YES." We 
will score this vote in the 2022 Reproductive Freedom Legislative Scorecard. 
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Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties 
on people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support 
friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, 
arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act 
affirms people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: 
whether they have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy 
losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected 
about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people 
to seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other 
states for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons NARAL Pro-Choice California is proud to sponsor AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

&!zMI!Qt/ 
Shannon Olivieri Hovis 
Director 
NARAL Pro-Choice California 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 

NARAL Pro-Choice California supports this bill and urges legislators to vote "YES." We 
will score this vote in the 2022 Reproductive Freedom Legislative Scorecard. 
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INITIATE / 
JUSTICE v 

"Building the power of currently incarcerated people, formerly incarcerated people, and their loved ones." 

March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 

State Capitol, Room 4240 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SUPPORT FORAB 2223 (Wicks) 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

On behalf of the Initiate Justice, I write in support of AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive 
freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or 
incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

Initiate Justice fights to end mass incarceration by activating the political power of those directly 
impacted by it. With more than 45,000 members currently incarcerated in California's state 
prisons and hundreds of trained organizers on the outside, we advocate for policy change by 
sponsoring legislation, campaigning for state ballot initiatives, and leading strategic campaigns to 
ensure policy implementation in line with our goals. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, 
there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result 
of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice 
for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because 
people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a 
critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience 
adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans 
people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical 
systems is inaccessible. 

Initiate Justice 
I 035 S. Grand Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90015 

1720 Broadway, 2"d Floor, Oakland, CA 94612 
www.initiatejustice.oq: 
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INITIATE / 
JUSTICE v 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 
community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or 
prosecuted. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they 
have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty 
to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses 
are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about 
pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to 
seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states 
for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons, Initiate Justice supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory Fidell 
Policy Manager, Initiate Justice 
Greg@.initatej ustice .org 

Initiate Justice 
I 035 S. Grand Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90015 

1720 Broadway, 2"d Floor, Oakland, CA 94612 
www 
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March 29, 2022 

CAliFORNIA 
LATINAS for 
REPRODUCTIVE 
JUSTICE 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

California Latinas for Reproductive Justice (CLRJ) is a proud Co-Sponsor of AB 2223, a bill that 
protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be 
investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy 
loss. 

CLRJ is a statewide organization committed to honoring the experiences of Latinas/xs to uphold 
our dignity, our bodies, sexuality, and families. We build Latinas'/xs' power and cultivate 
leadership through community education, policy advocacy, and community informed research to 
achieve Reproductive Justice. Pregnant people should not be criminalized for having an 
abortion or experiencing a pregnancy loss. It is necessary for the state to uphold our collective 
right to bodily autonomy, the ability to decide if and when to parent, and to ensure that our 
families are able to live with dignity and respect in safe and healthy communities. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. 
Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as 
a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive 
justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because 
people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a 
critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience 
adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be 
under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans 
people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because care in formal 
medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, 
community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or 
prosecuted. 

f.>ns1 U tt1re 861766. Los An eles. CA QQOBt • orr 21:1.210 5258 • e nlf0((1Jr.ln orn • IMNW ora 
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CALIFORNIA 
LATINASfor 
REPRODUCTIVE 
JUSTICE 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms 
people's right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they 
have an abortion or experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty 
to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful 
investigations and even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy 
losses are reported as though they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about 
pregnancy loss is not used to target people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose 
rights have been violated by criminalization of their reproduCtive outcomes, allowing people to 
seek justice through the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states 
for helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons California Latinas for Reproductive Justice supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Lorena Garcia Zermeno 
Policy Manager 
California Latinas for Reproductive Justice 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 

Post Off1ce Box 861766, Los An eles. CA 90086 • h: 2 13 270 5258 • e: tnfo@clr .or • www.clr 01 
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COURAGE 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: AB 2223 - SUPPORT 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

IF 

March 29, 2022 

On behalf of the 1,400,000 members of Courage California, California's largest online, progressive 
organizing network, I write in strong support of AB 2223, a bill that protects reproductive freedom by 
ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for 
ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite 
clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, 
Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently 
no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or 
self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure 
that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because people 
who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for 
Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy 
outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive 
state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others 
who may self-manage abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on people 
who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, community 
members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 

AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their pregnancy 
outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms people's 
right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion 
or experience a pregnancy loss. 

Courage California, 7119 W. Sunset Boulevard, No. 195, Los Angeles, CA 90046 
323.205.5154 (phone) www.couragecalifornia.org 
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It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to 
investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and 
even unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though 
they were crimes. It also ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target 
people through criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose rights have 
been violated by criminalization of their reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through 
the civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for 
helping others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all these reasons, Courage California support AB 2223. 

Best Regards, 

Irene Kao 
Executive Director, Courage California 

cc: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE 

March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

P.O. BOX 3609 
Oakland, CA 94609 

510-923-0739 
ACCESSRJ.ORG 

RE: SUPPORT AB 2223 (Wicks) - Decriminalization of Abortion and 
Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks: 

ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE, strongly supports AB 2223. 

AB 2223 is a bill that protects reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of 
California will be investigated, prosecuted, or incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or 
experiencing pregnancy loss 

As California's only abortion fund, we stand behind the Reproductive Justice movement. 
SisterSong_defines Reproductive Justice as 'The human right to maintain personal bodily 
autonomy, have children, not have children, and parent the children we have in safe and 
sustainable communities." 
Reproductive justice demands that we work at the intersections of racial, economic, and 
gender justice. We strive to use a reproductive justice lens in all our advocacy and outreach. 

ACCESS Reproductive Justice often serves as an initial point of contact and primary support 
system for patients navigating myriad barriers in abortion access-from managing basic · 
logistics, to debunking misinformation, to facing harassment and intimidation at clinics-as 
well as state-proscribed hurdles like mandatory waiting periods, parental consent, high co 
pays and cost, or judicial bypass provisions. 
Trained, compassionate advocates operate our toll-free bilingual hotline. We help people pay 
for their abortion care by sending funding directly to the clinic. We also help people get to 
and from the clinic and we make sure people traveling for care have a safe place to stay. We 
play a crucial advocacy role in addressing those most impacted by restrictive laws, centering 
the LGBTQ+ community, low-income, young, and communities of color, among others. 
Every day more people are being denied their constitutional right to abortion. We have to 
continue to advocate for the most vulnerable and affected, especially as COVID-19 continues 
to restrict abortion access across our communities. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, 
despite clear law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about 
pregnancy, Californians have been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. 
Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people who have been harmed by the legal system 
as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A critical part of realizing 
reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 
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The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, 
because people who fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking 
care. This is a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely 
to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic racial inequities and also 
more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is also a concern for immigrants, 
queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage abortions because 
care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on 
people who assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support 
friends, community members, and loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, 
arrested, or prosecuted. 

For these reasons, ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE respectfully asks for your support on 
AB 2223 that helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their 
pregnancy outcomes. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jessica Pinckney 
Executive Director 
ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE 

ACCESS REPRODUCTIVE JUSTICE removes barriers to sexual and reproductive health care and builds 
the power of Californians to demand health, justice, and dignity. At ACCESS RJ, we are building 
towards a future where all people in California have the freedom and resources necessary to make 
empowered and dignified decisions about their sexual and reproductive health, including the 
decision to have an abortion, without shame or stigma and regardless of their race, relig ion, 
documentation or economic status. A future where Black, Indigenous and people of color (BIPOC) 
and queer communities trust themselves; are trusted; and have the social, political, and economic 
power to sustain their communities and to build the families they desire, chosen and biological. 
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if 
when 

how 
Lawyering for 
Reproductive 
Justice 

March 29, 2022 

The Honorable Buffy Wicks 
State Capitol, Room 4240 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for AB 2223 (Wicks)- Decriminalization of Abortion and Pregnancy Loss 

Dear Assemblymember Wicks, 

If/When/How: Lawyering for Reproductive Justice is proud to co-sponsor AB 2223, a bill that protects 
reproductive freedom by ensuring that no one in the State of California will be investigated, prosecuted, or 
incarcerated for ending a pregnancy or experiencing pregnancy loss. 

If/When/How is a national non-profit organization that works to transform law and policy through advocacy, 
support, and organizing, so all people have the power to determine if, when, and how to define, create, and 
sustain families with dignity. One of our urgent priorities is halting the criminalization of people who self-
manage abortions or experience pregnancy losses. Criminalizing people for their pregnancy outcomes is 
dangerous and unsupported in the law. That's why groups like the American Bar Association, American 
Medical Association and the American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists oppose the 
criminalization of people for self-managed abortion or for experiencing pregnancy loss. 

It is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or experience pregnancy loss. Nevertheless, despite clear 
law forbidding these charges and protecting the right to make decisions about pregnancy, Californians have 
been charged with homicide offenses for pregnancy losses. Worse, there is frequently no recourse for people 
who have been harmed by the legal system as a result of their pregnancy loss or self-managed abortion. A 
critical part of realizing reproductive justice for all Californians is to ensure that this never happens again. 

The threat of criminal prosecution has a harmful effect on individual and public health, because people who 
fear prosecution due to their health issues are deterred from seeking care. This is a critical issue for Black, 
Indigenous, and other people of color, who are more likely to experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a 
result of systemic racial inequities and also more likely to be under scrutiny of punitive state systems. It is 
also a concern for immigrants, queer and trans people, young people, and others who may self-manage 
abortions because care in formal medical systems is inaccessible. 

Finally, states hostile to abortion rights are attempting to impose criminal or civil penalties on people who 
assist others in obtaining an abortion. Californians must be able to support friends, community members, and 
loved ones with their abortion without being investigated, arrested, or prosecuted. 
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AB 2223 helps solve this problem by protecting people from criminalization of their pregnancy outcomes. 

AB 2223 protects reproductive freedom by clarifying that the Reproductive Privacy Act affirms people's 
right to be free from criminalization based on their pregnancy outcomes: whether they have an abortion or 
experience a pregnancy loss. 

It curbs the misuse of state power by eliminating out-of-date provisions that give coroners a duty to 
investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. This helps prevent the harmful investigations and even 
unlawful prosecutions that happen when abortions and pregnancy losses are reported as though they were 
crimes. It also ensures that information collected about pregnancy loss is not used to target people through 
criminal or civil legal systems. 

AB 2223 holds state actors accountable by creating a private right of action for people whose rights have 
been violated by criminalization oftheir reproductive outcomes, allowing people to seek justice through the 
civil courts. 

And finally, it ensures that Californians will not be targeted by legal provisions from other states for helping 
others exercise their fundamental right to reproductive freedom. 

For all of these reasons, If/When/How proudly supports AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Farah Diaz-Tello, J.D. 
Senior Counsel & Legal Director 

Myra Gissel R. Duran 
Senior Policy Advocate 

CC: Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Members and Committee Staff, Assembly Health Committee 
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April12. 2022 

Hon. Jim Wood 
Chair, Assembly Health Committee 
1020 N Street, Room 390 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: AB 2223, OPPOSE 

Assembly Member Wood: 

On behalf of our thousands of supporters in Fresno and Madera Counties, as well as 
other supporters in the San Joaquin Valley, Right to Life of Central California urges the Health 
Committee to vote no on AB 2223. 

While our organization in no way supports prosecution for parents who undergo 
miscarriages, we believe this bill is drafted in a bizarrely and horrifically overbroad manner in a 
number of respects. Eliminating criminal and civil liability for perinatal death effectively 
legalizes infanticide, allowing healthcare personnel to deprive life-saving care to a child who, for 
example, has survived a late-term abortion attempt. It also discourages investigations into 
abortion practitioners who may be performing unlawful partial-birth abortions or depriving 
care to newborns. While our friends from the California Catholic Conference worked with 
Assembly Member Wicks' staff to clarify these points, the imprecise language has remained in 
the bill. 

We urge the members of this committee, particularly our own Central Valley Assembly 
Member Dr. Joaquin Arambula, to vote against this horrific legislation, and not simply to pass it 
along with lip-service promises of eventual amendments. 

Very truly yours, 

John Gerardi 
Executive Director, Right to Life of Central California 
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Dear Committee Members, 

I am writing on behalf of California Catholic Families 4 Freedom CA to strongly oppose AB 

2223. We formed our group of over 10,000 concerned members within California to Empower 

California Catholic families to advocate for their medical and religious freedoms. 

We strongly oppose AB 2223 for the following reasons: 

• The Catholic Church proclaims that human life is sacred and that the dignity of the 

human person is the foundation of a moral vision for society. This belief is the 

foundation of all the principles of our social teaching. In our society, human life is under 

direct attack from abortion and therfore we must defend those most vulnerable. 

• The Catholic Church teaches that all human life is sacred (sanctity of life) and that 

everyone has a right to life which should be protected and valued at every stage. The 

Catholic Church is against abortion in all circumstances. The Catholic Church teaches 
that life begins at conception. 

• "We must begin with a commitment never to intentionally kill," says Living the Gospel of 
Life "or collude in the killing, of any innocent human life, no matter how broken, 

unformed, disabled or desperate that life may seem." 

• Life is a gift from God. Our teaching calls for respect for human life in every situation, but 

especially for the most vulnerable. VVho can be more vulnerable than a preborn child? 

• "Under the guise of "reproductive health," this bill seeks to decriminalize killing babies 

not only in the womb but also even after the baby is born," Attorney Nada Higuera with 

Tyler & Bursch, LLP explained. "This is the most extreme, anti-life bill in California's 

history. It legalizes infanticide, plain and simple." 
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• According to Attorney Matthew McReynolds with the Pacific Justice Institute, California 

lawmakers have crossed a red line by seeking to legitimize the killing of hours-old and 

even week-old infants. This is not about expanding abortion rights; this is a degree of 

evil that the overwhelming majority of Americans, regardless of how they identify 

politically, cannot stomach. 

• According to Attorney and President of the National Center for Law and Policy Dean 

Broyles, AB 2223 seeks to legalize the killing of babies in California after birth. 

Depending on how the term "perinatal" is interpreted by the courts, this bill legalizes the 

infanticide of children several weeks after their birth and possibly as late as their first 

birthday. If this barbaric bill is enacted, there will be no criminal or civil liability for the 

mother or those who assist her with killing her baby post-birth. 

The California Catholic Conference Mission Statement is in part to empower Catholics to put 
their faith into action consistent with the Catholic teaching. We are called as Catholics to oppose 

all intrinsically evil acts, everywhere and all the time. 

We respectfully ask that you oppose AB2223, 

Catholic Families 4 Freedom CA 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1233

1893



AP1 - 86

Siskiyou Conservative Republicans 
P.O. Box 604, Yreka, CA 96097 

527s EIN 84-4767659 

Oppose AB-2223 Reproductive health. 

Legislat ive Analyst 
w ezgliatto@grecigirl.com 
530-586-1430 

AB 2223 is not about "reproductive health" but about abortion on 
demand before, during and after birth. Calling it health care is only an 
attempt to sanitize and decriminalize infanticide pure and simple. 
Unborn babies are considered human beings by the US government in 
the federal "Unborn victims of Violence Act." It was enacted to protect 
unborn children from assault and murder. Under federal law anybody 
intentionally killing or attempting to kill an unborn child should be 
punished. 
The original Hippocratic oath forbids abortion. The modern version of 
the oath which was written in 1964 still forbids doctors from performing 
abortions, "above all, I must not play at God" 
AB223 sends a message that human life is of little value and can be 
dispensed with and thrown away as unnecessary and inconvenient. 
This is a dangerous slippery slope in which the elderly and disabled 
could be next. 
When we legislate that the preborn and born are disposable in our 
society then no one is exempt from being expendable. This is a 
dangerous slippery slope in which the elderly and disabled could be 
next. 
Vote NO on this shameful dehumanizing bill. 
Respectfully, 

Louise R. Gliatto, RN 
Siskiyou Conservative Republicans Legislative Analysis 
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EA G L£ G leading The Pro-Family Movement Since 

* • • GOD•FAMILY•COUNTRY 
CALIFORNIA f)) 

Oppose AB-2223 Reproductive health 

Dear Legislators, 

Eagle Forum of California is strongly opposed to AB 2223 that allows innocent babies to be 
harmed, neglected and murdered without recourse! This bill has gone way too far and it 
should break your heart to know this bill can be used to cover and decriminalize crimes 
against the most innocent and precious of life. There is no way anyone shall justify this bill 
to move forward. 

"In the name of, 'Science", there are people out there who will harvest the babies for its 
tissue, its organs, its blood, its brain. Does that sound satanic? It's done today in the name of 
science. Please replace the word science in in the following sentences with the word 
satanism in your head and compare your thoughts and feelings. Yes, science already allows 
the harvesting to happen on the unborn, fetuses old enough to live outside the womb. 
Science buys and get mothers to donate their babies, as they are being aborted, in the name 
of science. Science does it both in other countries and here today. If this law were to pass, 
you know that Science will be there to abuse the power of using these unwanted babies. Is 
it ok to murder people in the name of science? 

A baby has the right to life as much as any other human or even animal life. How many 
animals' rights activist would deem this bill criminal for animals and we are looking at a bill 
for human life. 

When is a life considered living, is it when it is viable and growing, when the life has a 
beating heart, when the life is breathing? Anyone legislator elected into office should agree 
that two signs of life are breath and a heartbeat. Why would we even entertain the idea of a 
bill that would stop breath and heartbeat of a living human being? 

A mother could throw her baby in the trash, and she would not go to jail or see a day in 
court? A mother could starve the baby and not be punished? A mother could drain the 
blood from her baby, and drink it and nothing would be done? A mother could choose to 
harm the baby in a more brutal way and this bill would have us and coroners look the other 
way? 

Someone assisting in the abortion could mishandle the baby and we would allow it? 
Someone assisting the death of the victim could harvest the baby's organs while living and 
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this is acceptable? Someone assisting the abortion could brutalize the baby anyway it 
wanted and there would be no recourse? 

Why does one person have more rights than another person? Is this not a Civil Rights Issue? 
A mother's rights should not take precedence over a living baby. This bill goes beyond 
protecting a mismanaged abortion or a woman who accidentally has a still born baby. This 
bill protects violent criminal acts that lead to the death of a baby human being. 

Taking a human life should always be considered murder! 

Sincerely, 

Summer Boger 
President for Eagle Forum of CA 
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LIFE 
CaliforniansForLife.org 

Wynette Sills, Director, Californians for Life 
916-955-1577, Wvnette.Sills(agmail.com 

Letter of Opposition to AB 2223 for Assembly Health Committee 

Dear Assembly Health Committee Members, 

We have entered a new era in California politics. No longer can you claim 
to be "Pro-Choice" when so many of these recent bills, including AB 2223, 
are exclusively Pro-Abortion, only underwriting and promoting one deadly 
choice, rather than actually helping women. 

Mothers need help when facing an unexpected pregnancy. Yet, AB 2223 
will do nothing to help mothers, but only promotes the deliberate, 
intentional and brutal killing of even more babies and hurting more 
women. 

We see all across America, including California, an increased awareness of 
the scientific fact that at least one human being is killed in every abortion. Recently, ten people were killed across 
from the state Capitol and we recoil in horror and grief, but AB 2223 will promote more killing, even decriminalizing 
killing babies "perinatal" after birth. We must stop all killing, all violence. 

Governor Newsom promotes a "no-kill" state for "unwanted" dogs and cats, while AB 2223 promotes killing our 
own children. How sad and no wonder we are closing schools due to so few children. 

FALSE INFORMATION: This 2022 deluge of abortion bills is predicated upon the false premise that supposedly 
California will experience a "3,000% increase" in out-of-state abortions each year, from about 46.000 currently to 
supposedly some 1.4 million women coming to California to end the lives of their children. 

Yet, how can that be true? According to the Guttmacher Institute, there are 862,320 abortions done each year in the 
United States. Therefore. how can it be true that California will experience an influx of 1.4 million pregnant women 
coming here for an abortion? That projected number EXCEEDS the current nwnber of abortions in the entire 
country! Women in other states \viii either choose life for their children or perhaps they \vill reso11 to the Chemical 
Abortion Pills, but certainly there will NOT be 1.4 million pregnant \Vomen coming to California for the purposes of 
killing their children. This bill is lethally ham1ful and based entirely upon false infmmation. 
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When ffiOSt abortiOnS OCCUr: The baby's brainwaves have been measured and recorded. The 
baby's hands move, the neck turns, and hiccups begin. The human embryo's heart beats 170 times per minute. By 
ten weeks, fingers and toes are fully formed. The hands and feet move frequently and most embryos show the first 
signs of right- or left-handedness in the highly complex 1 0-week-old human embryo. See National Geographic's 
Endowment for Human Development website EHD.org for more information. 

AB 2223 decriminalizes infanticide by eliminating civil and criminal penalties for abortions and including "perinatal 
death." Perinatal death is defined in existing California law as "the period from the establishment of pregnancy to 
one month following delivery." 

Applying these pre-existing legal definitions means that AB 2223 effectively decriminalizes killing babies born alive 
through the first month after birth. AB 2223 will prevent prosecution of later child mortality beyond birth, making it 
a crime to investigate a newborn death. 

Chemical Abortion Pills are intended to end the life of a baby in the womb up to ten months of pregnancy, but now 
there is very little oversight regarding the distribution of these lethal drugs. Since no medical oversight is needed, 
women further along in their pregnancy, even beyond viability, may gain access to these dangerous abortion pills, 
which can now be delivered through the mail, vvithout any medical care or ultrasound to determine the woman's stage 
of pregnancy. These babies will be born alive and capable of surviving if given appropriate medical care, yet they 
will be left to die under AB 2223 . 

The abortion industry and AB 2223 proponents do not want these babies to live. AB 2223's use of"perinatal" and its 
prohibition of investigation into the deaths of newborns is not an accident, an oversight, or a misunderstanding. The 
pro-death language is intentional, as it has been used in other states. 

California families need help during these financially difficult times, not more abortion, not more killing. 

Social Justice begins in the womb and if we are not first given the most basic right to life, no other rights really 
matter, while abortion has also hurt millions of women for a lifetime. 

This is a Pro-Abortion effort, supported by the abortion industry. 

For these reasons, we urge you to Vote NO on AB 2223. 

Women need support, not more abortions to kill their children. 

Sincerely, . 

Wynette Sills, Director of Californians for Life 
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May 10,2022 

RE: Assembly Bill- 2223 Reproductive Health 

Dear Members of the California State Senate and Assembly, 

Freedom of Religion- United Solutions (FOR-US) is a multi-faith coalition comprised of over 
50 religious leaders of many faiths, all of whom firmly believe that America's government 
should not inject itself into the personal medical decisions of an individual because these 
decisions are often tied to deeply held religious beliefs. 

Every faith leader who has signed on to our coalition, and/or this letter, firmly believes in 
protecting the religious freedom of bodily autonomy. Many religions may not agree as to when 
life begins, however ALL religions believe that once a baby has been born it has the right to life. 
This right to life is further guaranteed by: 

Article 6 ofthe 1959 Declaration ofthe Rights of the Child: 

1. States Parties recognize that every child has the inherent right to life. 

2. States Parties shall ensure to the ma.:dmum extent possible the survival and development of the 
child. 

Furthermore, in the United States, children obtain their citizenship at birth through the legal 
principle of jus soli ("right ofthe soil")-that is, being born on U.S. soil. As a citizen ofthe U.S. 
all individuals, including children, are guaranteed under the Declaration of Independence, "that 
all men are created equal. that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable 
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. " 

AB-2223, Section 7, 123476. states, 
(a} Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or crimina/liability or 
penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights under this article, based on their actions or 
omissions Vt-'ilh respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, 
including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-related 
cause. 

(b) A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their rights under this article 
shall not be to civil or crimina/liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their 
rights, based solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in exercising their rights 
under this article with the pregnant person's voluntary consent. 

AB-2223 also states, "This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests for 
deaths related to or.following known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion, and would 
delete the requirement that an unattended fetal death be handfed as a death without medical 
attendance. The bill would prohibit using the coroner 's statements on the cert(ficate of fetal 
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death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil cause of damages against 
" any person. 

According to the American Heritage Dictionary, 5th Edition, the definition of perinatal states, 
"Of, relating to, or being the period around childbirth, especially the five months before and one 
month after birth." This bill codifies abortion through all nine months of pregnancy and 
decriminalizes killing newborns weeks after birth. AB-2223 would essentially protect a mother 
from criminal charges for any "actions or omissions" related to her pregnancy. This 
includes stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-related 
cause. " Fm1hermore, AB-2223 would abolish the requirement that coroners investigate 
stillbirths, or the death of a child up to one month after bi11h. Under current law, all fetal deaths 
at or after 20 weeks, apart from abortions, which are treated as ''unattended deaths" in California, 
and require a coroner's investigation. 

In his testimony against AB-2223 in the Assembly Health Committee, Dr. Vansen Huang, a 
practicing OBGYN of over thirty years, stated, "A close inspection of this bill DOES allow for 
the legalizations of killing o,j'innocent newborn children up to the age of28 days." 

Additionally, Pastor Jack Hibbs of Calvary Chapel Chino Hills, stated in his testimony, ''We are 
talking about, in a sense, legalizing murder because nobody can investigate, no one can 
determine how this child died. Those that are supporting this bill, they are supporting a bill that 
legalizes the termination o.fa born child and a child that is beyond the age of debate, is it l[fe or 
is it a blob. " 

While religions may disagree as to when an embryo obtains a soul, ALL religions agree that 
once a baby is born, they are with a soul and the killing of an infant, also known as infanticide, is 
murder. 

Christians base their life and faith on God's Word. God is the creator of all things, and He is the 
source of all life. Christians view life as holy, pure, and inviolable, and must respect it as they 
respect God, the giver of life. Life is not ours to take, and God's Word clearly says, "You shall 
not murder" Exodus 20:1. Thus, "Terminating" a life is just as much a sin against God, as it is 
the life of an innocent child. Additionally, the early church openly condemned the practices of 
infanticide. Christians have always implicitly affirmed the right of even the disabled to live. 
From the earliest days of the Christian church, Christians collected funds for distribution to 
protect abandoned infants. This was done through the development of hospitals with designated 
sections for foundlings and through the later development of orphanages that would house and 
care for foundlings. The Christian church gained such a reputation for their care of abandoned 
infants that churches became the established site for abandoning infants. 

Further Biblical passages that suppo11 the life of a child, both in and out of the womb, are as 
follows: 

So it is not the will o,j'my Father who is in heaven that one of these little ones should perish. 
Matthew 18:14 
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As you do not know the ·way the spirit comes to the bones in the womb of a woman with child. so 
you do not know the work of God who makes eve1ything. Ecclesiastes 11:5 

This day, I call upon the heaven and the earth as witness (that I have warned) you: I have set 
before youl(fe and death, the blessing and the curse. You shall choose l(f"e, so that you and your 
offspring will live. ' (Deuteronomy. 30: 19) 

Pastor Rob McCoy, Senior Pastor of God Speak Calvary Chapel and a faith leader with the FOR-
US coalition states, "When did women's health become the death ofa newborn? AB-2223, no 
matter how these legislators spin it, is simply vile and barbaric. " 

While Judaism is clear that ''the fetus is regarded as one of the limbs of the mother" (Talmud, 
Gittin 23b and Chullin 58b); it is explicitly criminal to abort a fetus that is not actively 
threatening the mother's life (Exodus 21:22, Leviticus 20:2, as well as sources below). More 
imp01tantly, regarding the proposed bili, once the crown of the head is revealed, the baby is now 
considered a full human being legally. Any form of killing an infant whose crown has shown, as 
well as passively allowing the child to die, is considered murder and is a capital crime according 
to Jewish law (Leviticus 20: 1-3; Talmud Hilchot Sanhedrin 15). The Jewish law regarding 
killing any infant (or fetus whose crown has been exposed) is explicitly clear. ''Whomever gives 
his seed such as Moloch (an ancient cult that sacrificed children) shall surely be put to 
death.·· (Lev. 20:2). Well over a dozen times the injunction against infanticide (as defined as 
any moment after the crown of the baby has been revealed) is clearly prohibited in the Hebrew 
Scriptures and explicitly referred to as a capital crime punishable by death. (Lev. 18, 21; Deut. 
12, 18; 2 Kings 16, 17, 21; 2 Chronicles 28, 33; Jeremiah 7, 19; Ezekiell6, 20, 23). While a 
woman's rights supersede the rights ofthe fetus in the early development stages if, and only if, 
the fetus is endangering the mother's life, Judaism is explicitly clear that killing or even 
passively allowing a developed fetus/infant to die, as proposed by this bill, is considered 
homicide and is a capital crime. 

Rabbi Michael Barclay, Spiritual Leader of Temple Ner Simcha and a faith leader with the FOR-
US coalition has stated, "To actively cause, or even passively allow a developed fetus or infant to 
die is considered murder in Judaism. Our governmental leaders must be more conscious of the 
sanctity of all life, and thoroughly reject AB-2223 or they would, Godforbid, each be personally 
responsible for murdering souls that could have developed into great leaders like Mahatma 
Gandhi, Mother Teresa, and Dr. King. " 

The preservation oflife is equally important to those of the Muslim religion. The murder or 
killing of an innocent soul is a major sin in Islam; "And do not kill the soul H•hich Allah has 
forbidden to be killed except in the course ofjustice" (6:151). Similarly, having children is 
considered a blessing from God. Many Prophets in the Quran, such as Zakaria and Abraham, 
prayed to God to give them righteous children. In particular, the Quran prohibited killing one's 
children out of fear of poverty: "Do not kill your childrenfor fear of poverty; we give them 
sustenance andyourse(l(too); surely to kill them is a great wrong" (17:31). Additionally, all 
schools of Muslim law regard abortion as wrong and haram (forbidden), specifically after 120 
days in the womb, the point at which Muslims believe a baby is given a soul. 
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Regarding the Buddhist and Hindu religions, most followers of Buddhism have adopted classical 
Hindu teachings that the transmigration of consciousness occurs at conception. Hindus believe 
that it is acceptable to choose the action that will do the least amount of harm to the people 
involved: the mother, the father, and the child. Hence, Hinduism is generally opposed to abottion 
unless it is necessary to save the mother's life. Ahimsa (non-violence) teaches that it is wrong not 
only to kill living beings, but to also to kill embryos, therefore, it is usually best not to have an 
abortion unless the mother's life is at risk. 

Additionally, religions which believe in reincarnation, such as Hinduism, Buddhism, Sikhism, 
and Jainism, make a strong argument against abortion and taking the life of a child. They argue 
that if a fetus is aborted or a child is killed, the soul within it suffers a karn1ic setback. It is 
deprived of the opportunities its potential human existence would have given it to earn good 
karma, and is returned immediately to the cycle of birth, death, and rebirth . Thus, abmiion 
hinders a soul's spiritual progress. 

We ask the California State Legislature to recognize that AB-2223 is in direct violation of 
the Declaration of the Rights of the Child, as well as America's Declaration of Independence, 
which holds, ''that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with 
certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of 
Happiness. " AB-2223 additionally violates the teachings and beliefs of some of the world's most 
recognized religions. 

FOR-US faith leader, Minister Jennifer Wolff-Gillispie, implores our California legislature to 
consider that, "While we, as sovereign human beings, have the power to make our own choices, 
there is undoubtedly a Divine force at work that is the ultimate judge. This force that made life, 
reminds us to always choose it. A vote for AB-2223 is a vote against the word ofG-d. " 

Please consider the religious practices and beliefs of ALL faiths when voting on this bill. Thank 
you for holding true to America's core values in valuing ALL human rights, including those of 
an infant. 

In faith and freedom, 

Freedom ofReligion- United Solutions (FOR-US) 

Officially endorsed by: 

FOR-US Coalition Faith Leaders 5. Ervad Zarrir Bhandara 

1. Archbishop Andrew Maklakov 6. Father Michael Coppenhagen 

2. Bishop Leon Benjamin 7. Imam Mahomed Akbar Khan 

3. Cantor Yolanda Banks Reed 8. Imam Muhammad Ahsan 

4. Chaplain Bonnie Munz, RN 9. Minister Darin Gaub 
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10. Minister Jennifer Wolff-Gillispie 

II. Minister Mark She1wood 

12. Minister Moira Hamilton 

13. Minister Peter Morgan 

14. Minister Rickey Paton Sr. 

15. Pastor Afshin Yaghtin 

16. Pastor Arron Lewis 

17. Pastor Brandon Johnson 

18. Pastor Bruce Mejia 

19. Pastor Chris Chapel 

20. Pastor Chris Williams 

21. Pastor David Scarlett 

22. Pastor Deborah Wiley Gold 

23. Pastor OJ Rabe 

24. Pastor George Ramirez 

25. Pastor Greg Young 

26. Pastor Jackson Lahmeyer 

27. Pastor Kent Hovind 

28. Pastor Marc Galli Jr. 

29. Pastor Mike Steffens 

30. Pastor Patrick Collis 

31. Pastor Patty Caldera 

32. Pastor Ricardo Beas 

33. Pastor Rob McCoy 

34. Pastor Robert Schuller 

35. Pastor Scott Fairchild 

36. Pastor Sylvian Joly 

37. Pastor Todd Coconato 

38. Pastor Tom Mahairas 

39. Pastor Walter Sotelo 

40. Pastor William Devlin 

41. Rabbi Avraham R. C. Sofer 

42. Rabbi Chananya Weissman 

43 . Rabbi Dinah Dye 

44. Rabbi Henry Morse 

45 . Rabbi Hillel Handler 

46. Rabbi Michael Barclay 

47. Rabbi Michoel Green 

48. Rabbi Pinchas Levin 

49. Rabbi Shuey Finklestien 

50. Rabbi Y ehoishophot Oliver 

51. Rabbi Zev Epstein 

52. Reverend Mark Virkler 

53. Reverend Monsignor James T. Bymes 

54. Reverend Steven L. Craft 

55. Reverend Wendy Silvers 
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56. Reverend Willaim Kracht 

57. Reverend William Cook 

58. Venerable Bhikkhuni Dr. Bich Lie 

Faith leaders outside of FOR-US who 
have signed 

59. Deacon N. Cox 

60. Deacon Timothy Bnunmer 

61. Pastor Chet Berry 

62. Pastor Christina Hogg 

63. Pastor Daniel Gedamke 

64. Pastor Kathryn Gedamke 

65. Pastor Linda Becker 

66. Pastor Linda Wright 

67. Pastor Rick Fiste 

68. Pastor Roxie Fiste 

69. Pastor Sean Jeremiah 

70. Minister Diane Pleeter 

71. Minister Fawn Caldwell 

72. Minister Gavin Travers 

73. Minister Orlando Diaz 

74. Minister Shirley Costantino 

75. Reverend Christine Bennett 

76. Reverend Kathleen O'Sullivan 

77. Reverend Lizzie Ann Mary 
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From: 
93940 

DefendingconstitutionalRights (DCR), 871 Alice St Apt 6, Monterey CA 

http://defendingconstitutionalrights.com/ Coun 
May 9, 2022 

Regarding AB 2223 -

Defending Constitutional Rights (DCR) has the following comments on AB 2223. 
The bill would DEPRIVE PERSONS from the age of 0 to 30 days of age of LIFE, 
without 
DUE PROCESS OF LAW. Indeed, each person whose life is proposed to be terminated 
would need to be given an opportunity under the law for their life to be 
defended, 
but there is no such provision in the bill for each individual to have their 
life defended, whether by an impartial public defender or via some other 
process, before 
their lives are in fact ended. Furthermore, legislators party to this process 
would make themselves accessory to large scale, systemic murder. 

This bill is one of the most profoundly shocking legislative proposals ever seen 
in the years I have been alive. It proposes nothing less than deeming the act 
of murder 
as being "legal" under a proposed State law based on AB 2223. As we saw during 
the Nazi era, the Nazis did not not escape being deemed liable for their crimes 
merely 
because, for example, they were ''doing their jobs," or because "an authority" 
had been able to deem certain acts legal that involved murder and genocide. 

Despite multiple calls to amend this bill to remove its proposals to authorize 
killing of children up to 30 days old, this bill still proposes to authorize 
that by 
way of its inclusion of the following provision: 
"123467. (a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to 
civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights, 
rights under this article, based on their actions or omissions with respect to 
their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including 
miscarriage, 
stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-related cause." 

Even if we were to omit all the other concerns with this horrifying bill, and 
are focusing in on the provision having to do with "perinatal death due to 
a pregnancy-related cause," everybody knows what the meaning of perinatal is; 
under the California Welfare and Institutions Code 14134.5, the term 'perinatal' 
is defined as 'the period from the establishment of pregnancy to one month 
following delivery.' That's 30 days after delivery, which means that the 
legislators 
with this bill are proposing to authorize the murder of children born, living, 
breastfeeding, seeing and hearing the outdoors, and understanding fully what is 
happening what is going on with those who have received them after birth. "A 
pregnancy-related cause" can mean, of course, in California, whatever you want 
it to mean, 
and the claim in the bill of ''a right of abortion," which is something that the 
State has no legal ability to create, means that the legislator is clearly 
in tenting 
to extend the ability to kill the child ("abortion" - which is of course an 
elective process) up through 30 days after delivery. 

This bill is something only someone who is a monster could imagine and put 
forward in a Legislature before a State. 

As manager of Defending Constitutional Rights, I will make a few further 
comments below as to how members of the California Legislature, the California 
Attorney General, and 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1245

1905



AP1 - 98

the Governor would become liable if this bill were to become law. There is also 
a reasoned argument that California legislators who have authored this bill and 
who 
would vote in favor of it are making themselves accessory to murder. 

It is also possible that by the California Legislature's action, the author and 
some adherents 
and advocates of this bill could become formally culpable of genocide in a court 
of law. 

This interpretation (that California legislators are committing a crime as 
defined in the United States, if they advance, vote to support, and pass this 
bill) 
is supported by existing U.S. Supreme Court precedent, as I will describe below. 

1. The provision in the bill that states, "Every individual has the fundamental 
right to choose to bear a child or to choose to have and to obtain an abortion," 
is not truthful as there is no right enumerated in the laws of the United States 
Constitution which stipulates that there is a "right to choose to bear a child" 
nor 
a "right to choose to have an to obtain an abortion." Nor can states create a 
right out of thin air. Regarding the claim of nstates' rights,u they do not 
exist 
with the exception of the limited right granted to States pertaining to voting 
matters, but even there, the State does not hold the right, the individuals do. 
See also the u.s. Supreme Court decision in United States v. Cruikshank, 92 u.s. 
542 {1875}, as later conditioned by United States vs. Guest {383 u.s. 745 
{1966}}: 

uThe Fourteenth Amendment prohibits a State from depriving ANY PERSON of LIFE, 
liberty, or property without due process of law, and from denying to any person 
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws, but it adds nothing to 
the rights of one citizen as against another. It simply furnishes an additional 
guaranty against any encroachment by the States upon the fundamental rights 
which belong to every citizen as a member of society. The duty of protecting all 
its 
citizens in the enjoyment of an equality of rights was originally assumed by the 
States, and it still remains there. The only obligation resting upon the United 
States 
is to see that the States do not deny the right. This the Amendment guarantees, 
but no more. The power of the National Government is limited to the enforcement 
of 
this guaranty.u 

By 1966, United States v . Guest had altered the legal validity of the original 
interpretation and decision in the Cruikshank decision of 1875. 
United States v. Guest 383 U.S. 745 {1966}, is a United States Supreme Court 
opinion, authored by Justice Potter Stewart, in which the court 
extended the protection of the 14th Amendment to citizens who suffer rights 
deprivations at the hands of private conspiracies, where there is minimal state 
participation 
in the conspiracy. Thus the 14th Amendment may be understood in this context 
whether there are state actors or private actors who have caused someone's 
rights to be deprived. 

By 2008, elements of the Cruikshank decision were questioned (although not 
formally overruled) by the famous District of Columbia v. Heller decision, 
quoted in part here: "With respect to Cruikshank's continuing validity on 
incorporation, a question not presented by this case, we note that Cruikshank 
also said 
that the First Amendment did not apply against the States and did not engage in 
the sort of Fourteenth Amendment inquiry required by our later cases. 
Our later decisions in Presser v. Illinois, 116 u. S. 252, 265 {1886} and Miller 
v . Texas, 153 U. s. 535, 538 {1894}, reaffirmed that the Second Amendment 
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applies only to the Federal Government." This issue did come before the u.s. 
Supreme Court in McDonald v. Chicago, in 2010, in which the Supreme Court then 
"reversed 
the Seventh Circuit, holding that the Fourteenth Amendment makes the Second 
Amendment right to keep and bear arms for the purpose of self-defense applicable 
to the states," 
as quoted from the decision. 

Yet the decision above still stands from the U.S. Supreme Court in Cruikshank as 
later altered and conditioned by Guest : "The Fourteenth Amendment prohibits a 
STATE from 
depriving ANY PERSON of LIFE( ... } without due process of law ... " It is clear 
that this bill, AB 2223, would in fact deprive PERSONS between the age of 0 and 
30 days of age 
of LIFE, and would do so without DUE PROCESS OF LAW. Hence, the bill would 
clearly violate these persons' Constitutional rights. 

As legislators, if you are considering votes in the affirmative for this bill, 
you may be thinking that even if the u.s. Supreme Court does fully overturn Roe 
v. Wade, 
that State legislators will be insulated in their capacity as legislators just 
because of who you are, and so you might think you can feel free to vote in the 
affirmative 
to authorize murder of infants in the womb, and children after birth (the murder 
of children after birth is what this bill proposes to make legal under State 
law). 

Well, legislators in California are not so well legally insulated from liability 
as you might they think they are. That is because a contempt fine against an 
individual 
official - if indemnified - is a mechanism for a court effectively to dock 
California agencies' budgets without having to worry about sovereign immunity. 
Indeed, the u.s. Supreme Court blessed this kind of maneuver as a means to 
circumvent state sovereign immunity to contempt fines in Hutto v. Finney (1978). 
The result of Hutto v . Finney has meant that State attorney generals offices 
that have ignored people's rights have been ruled against by courts and have had 
their 
agency budgets docked, thus the state sovereign immunity was pierced. 

Furthermore, in Harlow v. Fitzgerald (1982}, the u.s. Supreme Court held that 
government officials are entitled to immunity from civil suits so long as the 
specific conduct they're being sued over "does not violate clearly established 
statutory or constitutional rights." However, where the officials' behavior 
would indeed 
lead to violation of a right, the decision in Harlow vs. Fitzgerald would not 
bar a Californian from securing, for example, an anti-harassment order or a more 
extensive TRO 
(and then likely a restraining order, to ensure that the law cannot be 
implemented} against said officials designed to halt the officials from their 
behavior. At the same 
time, if the record of officials shows a pattern of abuse against constitutional 
rights, which in California has been occurring due to the abuse against 
Constitutional rights 
that many California legislators have repeatedly committed, then anti-harassment 
orders can be utilized against individual legislators as well. 

Quite obviously, authorizing - or attempting to legislate the authorization of -
the murder of someone who is born, is murder, and clearly violates the rights of 
the child that is thus murdered regardless of the fact that the State is 
intending for the persons doing the murdering not to be held liable up through 
30 days after 
the moment of birth, by the bill's very proposed words. 

With respect to the legislators, who become accessories to murder by the State's 
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own current law definition as they vote to enable it, 
it's possible a case can be made against those who vote for AB 2223, and if the 
bill were to be finalized and made law, 
a case would certainly be able to be made against the State to overturn AB 2223 
following the principles above based on the concept that 
the children who (by definition, in the bill) the Legislature would be subject 
to unconstitutional actions under AB 2223 and the officials' actions 
in creating the bill and signing it into law, and implementing the law, would 
lead to the violation of a clearly established constitutional right. 

Additionally, action at the u.s. Supreme Court is probable against this bill, if 
it were to become law, particularly considering that it proposes murder of 
children . 

Finally, it is also worth noting that the bill, if it were to become law, 
clearly would result in acts of genocide, and therefore it would be worth 
exploring 
prosecution of the California Legislature, California Attorney General and 
California Governor (if the bill were signed into law) on a larger world stage, 
to address 
the problem of genocidal acts by the States. 

Respectfully, 
cotln. 
Colin Gallagher, owner I manager for Defending constitutional Rights (DCR) 
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Children's 
Health Defense 
California Chapter 

Children's Health Defense California Chapter opposes AB 2223 

Dear Assembly Member Wicks and Senate Health and judiciary Committees, 

The California Chapter of the Children's Health Defense strongly opposes AB 2223. The language of this bill 
is insidious and detrimental to the vitality of human health. We can not allow the live birth of a viable 
human being to be discarded into the fundamental right of the mother to do with however she pleases. Since 
when do we allow harm against another human being? The language in this bill, which demotes an actual 
birth to "pregnancy outcome" or "viable fetus" is deplorable and goes against basic human virtues and 
morals. We are sanctioning the state-assisted death of a child. 

The language, which determines "perinatal death" is vague (currently defined as 7 days post birth by the 
WHO and some sources claim up to 28 days post birth in other structured documents.) We can not support 
a bill which claims to enact "privacy" rights to perinatal death. Furthermore, language which states that the 
coroner should not hold an inquest for deaths related to or following unattended fetal death will only 
position coroners as accomplices to murder. Simultaneously, this language prevents a corner who suspect 
foul play to provide a statement which may bring about prosecution against those who contribute to 
"unattended fetal death." 

What is the purpose of this bill? If we are looking to strengthen a woman's right to terminate a pregnancy, 
this bill is not that. This bill, in fact, will only help legitimize the murder of "unwanted" children, most likely 
contributing to infanticide on a massive level in poor communities, disenfranchised communities, 
communities of color and communities lacking in access to health care. This bill is racist and discriminatory 
and we stand against AB 2223 . 

;, dt¥:J / . 

Managing Editor 
Children's Health Defense - California Chapter 
P.O. Box 409 
Ross, CA 94957 
ariamorgansd@protonmail.com 
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... * . • ., ' J · .' 

CALIFORNIA PROLIFE 

California Prolife Council and Right to Life Federation 
500 Capitol Mall #2350 

Sacramento, CA 95814 800-924-2490 

April 3, 2022 

Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
I 020 N Street, Room I 04 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5624 

RE: Position Letter on Assembly Bill 2223 

Dear Assembly Judiciary Committee Members: 

The California ProLife Council ("CPLC") wishes to register its opposition to Assembly Bill 
2223 ("AB 2223") for the following reasons: 

I. AB 2223 violates the U.S. Constitution's Fourteenth Amendment guarantees ofthe Due 
Process right to life and of the Equal Protection of the laws with regards to newborn infants. 

AB 2223 proposes a new Section 123467 to the Health and Safety Code which states: 

(a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or 
criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged 
pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal 
death. 

(b) A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their rights under 
this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
be deprived of their rights, based solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant 
person in exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person's 
voluntary consent. 
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Although the bill does not define "perinatal death," the Centers for Disease Control defines the 
term as "late fetal deaths at 28 completed weeks of gestation or more and early neonatal deaths 
under age 7 days." Other medical authorities define it as deaths occurring between 20 weeks' 
gestation and 28 days after birth. It is of particular importance that the bill does not limit 
application of the term only to the context of children born alive after attempted abortion. It 
could also potentially include "trash can babies" or newborn deaths from other overt acts, if they 
occur within the specific time frame after birth. 

Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113, 157 (1973) found that the Fourteenth Amendment applied to infants 
upon birth, but not before. Therefore, children born alive, regardless of whether their births were 
spontaneous or the result of "failed" abortions, are constitutional persons and are entitled to 
Fourteenth Amendment Due Process and Equal Protection of the laws. By exempting individuals 
from civil and criminal penalties for the deaths of newborns within the meaning of"perinatal 
death," while preserving civil and criminal penalties for the deaths of older individuals, this bill 
would deprive those young infants of their Fourteenth Amendment protections. The lenient 
treatment of individual responsible for deaths of younger infants would likely result in more 
deaths at that age. 

To illustrate, the passage of AB 2223 would make the prosecution of late term abortionist Kermit 
Gosnell impossible. Dr. Gosnell was convicted in 2013 of snipping the spinal cords of three 
infants born alive after abortions performed in his clinic. Notably, clinic employees testified that 
in Gosnell ' s office "live births occurred regularly" when babies were late term. Under proposed 
Section 123467(b ), as one who "aids or assists" a pregnant woman in the exercise of her rights, 
Dr. Gosnell could not have been prosecuted ifthis bill had been law at the time in his 
jurisdiction. 

2. AB 2223 conflicts with existing CA Health and Safety Code Section 123435. 

This Code Section states, "The rights to medical treatment of an infant prematurely born alive in 
the course of an abortion shall be the same as the rights of an infant of similar medical status 
prematurely born spontaneously." This statute properly preserves the constitutional rights of 
children born alive after "failed" abortions. Despite the existence of Section 123435, the 
responses of theCA Department of Health Care Services to CPLC's Public Records Act 
Requests indicated that the state does nothing to actively enforce it. 

3. AB 2223 would create some undesirable anomalies in the law. 

A. Amendments to Government Code Section 27491 proposed by AB 2223 would remove the 
requirement that a coroner investigate "deaths related to or following known or suspected self-
induced or criminal abortion." The bill does not limit this investigative prohibition to fetal deaths 
but might possibly also include the death ofthe woman. 

Additionally, proposed Health and Safety Code Section I 03005(b) would prohibit the use of the 
coroner's certificate of fetal death "to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil 
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cause of action seeking damages against any person, whether or not they were the person who 
was pregnant with the fetus." 

At the same time, the bill preserves the definition of "unauthorized" abortions in Health and 
Safety Code Section 123468 as involving those performed on viable fetuses that "posed no risk 
to life or health" of the pregnant woman. But without crucial evidence from the coroner's office, 
it would be very difficult, if not impossible, to bring any cause of action whether civil or criminal 
against anyone, including Dr. Gosnell, for these "unauthorized" or "criminal" abortions. The bill 
preserves the existence of the category of criminal abortions while removing any mechanism of 
enforcement against those that take part in one. 

It is worth mentioning that the State of California regularly violates its own law with respect to 
"unauthorized abortions." Through the Medi-Cal program, the state pays for abortions 
throughout all nine months of pregnancy, with no medical reason needed. This fact was 
confirmed by DHCS in its response to our Public Records Act Request. 

B. A final anomaly presented by AB 2223 is the addition of self-abortion in the definition of 
those abortions that are "authorized" by Health and Safety Code Section 123468. The 
justification for legal abortion was to keep women from resorting to dangerous self-abortion 
techniques. It seems that abortion supporters have come full circle, and indeed have taken a step 
backwards, by proposing this amendment. 

Thank you for consideration ofCPLC's concerns. We earnestly hope that this dangerous bill 
will be tabled forever. 

Sincerely, 

Sheila Green, Esq. 
Central Vice President 
California ProLife Council 
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* * * * * * * 
THE NATIONAL CENTER 

FOR LAW &POLICY 

SUBMITTED VIA POSITION LETTER PORTAL 

March 29, 2022 

Assembly Judiciary Committee 
1020 North Street, Room 104 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Letter in Strong Opposition to AB-2223-Infanticide Decriminalization 

Dear Chair and Honorable Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee, 

I write on behalf of my fellow citizens of California and The National Center for Law & Policy, 
where I serve as president and chief counsel. Both in my capacity as a constitutional attorney 
practicing before the U.S. Supreme Court and as a father ofthree precious adopted children, I 
strongly urge you to vote no on AB-2223. This egregious bill would, if enacted, endanger 
children and legalize infanticide. 

The relevant portion of AB-2223 reads: 

"123467. 
(a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability 
or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their actions or omissions with 
respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including 
miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death (emphasis added)." 

"Perinatal" has no fixed definition in medicine today, but includes the death of a child weeks, 
months and even possibly up to a year after the child's birth. As written, the sweeping language 
of this bill will legalize child homicide or murder, whether through neglect, exposure, starvation, 
strangulation or other unlawful means. This is unacceptable outcome for a civilized people who 
claim to value human life. I strongly urge you to vote no on AB-2223. 

Sincerely, 

Dean R. Broyles, Esq. 
President & Chief Counsel 
The National Center for Law & Policy 

539 West Grand Avenue- Escondido, CA 92025 
(760) 747-4529- Fax (760) 747-4505 

www.nclplaw.org 
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Leslie Yip 

3457 Forbes Ave 

Santa Clara 

CA 95051 

Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
Room 104 
1020 N StreetSacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 319-2334 

Honorable Judiciary Committee Members: 

April 6, 2022 

I urge you not to pass the bill AB-2223 because it violates human rights. This bill intimidates 

government officials and coerces them to not investigate and prosecute, or even regulate crimes related 

to perinatal death. It will make it easy for a parent or anybody allegedly helping her about abortion or 

perinatal management to kill a baby, even if on questionable legal ground and using very cruel means. 

This law can be used to hide abuse, mutilation, or murder of babies, because Government officials, 

under intimidation, will intentionally look the other way. This law gives a person rights to sue for 

legal fees against a government official who violate this law. Which officials in their right mind would 

bother to look into deaths related to newborns? They have a lot to lose but nothing to gain. What other 

countries, even those the US criticizes as violating human rights by mandating abortion to control 

population, have laws that intimidate government officials by mandating government officials to pay 

for legal fees when sued by those prosecuted for abortion-related crimes? Do we protect newborns 

evenlessthanthey? 

All living babies, regardless of age, are worthy of protection. That is basic human right-- life, 

liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Newborns can speak no words, but are human. Where are their 

rights? If we do the same thing as other countries do in making it easy to kill babies, how 

hypocritical are we to accuse other countries as violating human rights? Do we care about abuses? Do 

we care about human lives? Are we Nazis? 

Please do not pass AB-2223 . 

Sincerely, 
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Phil Yip 

3457 Forbes Ave 

Santa Clara 

CA 95051 

Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
Room 104 
1020 N StreetSacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 319-2334 

Honorable Judiciary Committee Members: 

April 6, 2022 

I urge you not to pass the bill AB-2223 because it violates human rights. This bill intimidates 

government officials and coerces them to not investigate and prosecute, or even regulate crimes related 

to perinatal death . It will make it easy for a parent or anybody allegedly helping her about abortion or 

perinatal management to kill a baby, even if on questionable legal ground and using very cruel means. 

This law can be used to hide abuse, mutilation, or murder of babies, because Government officials, 

under intimidation, will intentionally look the other way. This law gives a person rights to sue for 

legal fees against a government official who violate this law. Which officials in their right mind would 

bother to look into deaths related to newborns? They have a lot to lose but nothing to gain. What other 

countries, even those the US criticizes as violating human rights by mandating abortion to control 

population, have laws that intimidate government officials by mandating government officials to pay 

for legal fees when sued by those prosecuted for abortion-related crimes? Do we protect newborns 

evenlessthanthey? 

All living babies, regardless of age, are worthy of protection. That is basic human right-- life, 

liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Newborns can speak no words, but are human. Where are their 

rights? If we do the same thing as other countries do in making it easy to kill babies, how 

hypocritical are we to accuse other countries as violating human rights? Do we care about abuses? Do 

we care about human lives? Are we Nazis? 

Please do not pass AB-2223. 

Sincerely, 

/ / 
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Jen Yip 

3457 Forbes Ave 

Santa Clara 

CA 95051 

Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
Room 104 
1020 N StreetSacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 319-2334 

Honorable Judiciary Committee Members: 

April 6, 2022 

I urge you not to pass the bill AB-2223 because it violates human rights. This bill intimidates 

government officials and coerces them to not investigate and prosecute, or even regulate crimes related 

to perinatal death. It will make it easy for a parent or anybody allegedly helping her about abortion or 

perinatal management to kill a baby, even if on questionable legal ground and using very cruel means. 

This law can be used to hide abuse, mutilation, or murder of babies, because Government officials, 

under intimidation, will intentionally look the other way. This law gives a person rights to sue for 

legal fees against a government official who violate this law. Which officials in their right mind would 

bother to look into deaths related to newborns? They have a lot to lose but nothing to gain. What other 

countries, even those the US criticizes as violating human rights by mandating abortion to control 

population, have laws that intimidate government officials by mandating government officials to pay 

for legal fees when sued by those prosecuted for abortion-related crimes? Do we protect newborns 

evenlessthanthey? 

All living babies, regardless of age, are worthy of protection. That is basic human right-- life, 

liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Newborns can speak no words, but are human. Where are their 

rights? If we do the same thing as other countries do in making it easy to kill babies, how 

hypocritical are we to accuse other countries as violating human rights? Do we care about abuses? Do 

we care about human lives? Are we Nazis? 

Please do not pass AB-2223 . 

Sincerely, 
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Morante, Cindy 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Steve Breshears <steve.dollye@gmail.com> 
Monday, April 4, 2022 1 :46 AM 
Merrilees, Alison; Morante, Cindy; Assemblymember Stone; Assemblymember Holden; 
assemblymember.kaira@assembly.ca.gov; Assemblymember Maienschein; 
Assemblymember Reyes; Assemblymember Rivas 
AB 2223 (Wicks) 

To Assemblymembers Mark Stone, Chris Holden, Ash Kaira, Maienschein, Reyes and Rivas 
Democratic Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee 

I am contacting you to ask that you vote NO on AB 2223 (Wicks), when it is before your committee on 
Tuesday. This bill, as you know, would decriminalize all forms oflate-term abortion and the killing of babies 
after they are born (perinatal death, i.e. infanticide); though definitions for perinatal vary, it includes the demise 
of newborns after birth and can extend to up to one year. Allowing an infant to die up to one year? 

Surely, as fathers and mothers yourselves, you can see how unspeakable such an act is and where it could lead. 
Have you wondered how will the baby die? Will lethal injections be mandated to avoid prolonged suffering due 
to exposure to the elements or worse? Do you see the holocaust that is being created by such a barbaric 
act? And to make matters worse, to shield the mother from civil and criminal charges and any who aid or 
assist them, and to top it off, to allow the mother to sue any legal authority for holding them accountable? 

Each of you have been champions to ensure that voices are heard - (Stone) - you fought to assist low income 
pregnant mothers better prepare for arrival of their babies; (Holden)- you help secure funds to retain vital 
services for individuals and families living with disabilities, including autism, Down Syndrome, cerebral palsy 
and intellectual disabilities; (Kaira) - you are dedicated to equity, social justice and human rights (doesn't an 
infant deserve these as well?); (Maienschein)- you received an Easter Seals award, an organization dedicated 
to safe babies and healthy families; (Reyes) - you are dedicated to working to build a better quality of life for 
Californians; and (Rivas)- you know firsthand the struggles and challenges so many face. 

I would encourage you all to reach out to your children and to your spouses, tell them what is being proposed in 
AB 2223 and ask them what they think. Judging from what I read on your webpages, I would imagine they 
would, without hesitation, urge you to vote NO on this bill. 

Thank you. 

Rosario Breshears 
California Resident who opposes SB 2223 
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March 29, 2022 

Committee of Judiciary 
1020 N Street, Room 140 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Assembly Bill 2223- Opposition 

Dear Members: 

On behalf of hundreds of pastors and churches across the state, the California 
Capitol Connection is writing to express its opposition to for AB 2223. 

AB 2223 would open the door to legalize the killing of babies in California after 
birth. Depending on how the term "perinatal" is interpreted, this bill could legalize the 
infanticide of children several weeks after their birth and possibly as late as their first 
birthday. 

Children are a gift from God that we should cherish and protect. We strongly urge 
you to oppose this bill. 

Brandon Campbell 
Northern California Organizer 
California Capitol Connection 
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The 
Frederick Douglass 
Foundation of California 

March 22, 2022 

The Honorable Mark Stone, Chair 
Assembly Committee on Judiciary 
1 020 N Street, Room 1 04 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Assembly Bill 2223 (Wicks)- OPPOSE 

Dear Chair Stone and Committee members: 

The Frederick Douglass Foundation of California (FDFCA) opposes AB 2223 for several reasons. 
First, abortion and infanticide date back to the Canaanite ritual practices of child sacrifice. i 
Children were offered as sacrifices to the idols of Baal, Molech and Chemosh, among others. This 
ritual practice of child sacrifice spread across civilizations from the Phoenicians at Carthage to 
Egypt, Israel, Africa, Europe, Asia, to the pre-Columbian cultures of South America. ii Child 
sacrifice is prohibited when life is recognized as sacred and uniquely created in the image of God. 
AB 2223 is an offense to the founding principles of our nation and to God. 

Secondly, AB 2223 continues the practice of eugenics on steroids. It targets the very population it 
pretends to protect, women of color. The roots of abortion run deep in those who support the work, 
of Margret Sanger the founder of Planned Parenthood, to actively control the birth rate among 
"undesirables." Margret Sanger was a eugenist and a formidable force pushing the 1939 "Negro 
Project." On June 18, 2000, Planned Parenthood of Greater New York admitted that "Planned 
Parenthood was founded by a racist white woman. That is part of history that cannot be changed."iii 

The Klu Klux Klan, founded as a paramilitary arm of the Democrat Party, would be proud to call 
Sanger one of its own because Planned Parenthood has exterminated more Black people in 49 
years, than all the lynching, bombing and murders combined under their reign of terror between 
1865 and 2022. By 2002, sixteen million Black children had been aborted reducing the Black 
population from 17 percent nationally to 13 percent. iv The Black family has been decimated by the 
government's family planning laws. 

Thirdly, this bill is branded "reproductive health." It pretends to be concerned with the health of 
women of color. Nothing could be further from the truth. The murder of innocent babies is the 
primary and underlying reason for the work of Planned Parenthood within communities of color. 
Seventy-nine percent (79%) of Planned Parenthood's surgical abortion facilities are strategically 
located within walking distance of African American and or Hispanic communities. v This is 
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targeted genocide. The United Nations defines genocide under Article II( d) as imposing measures 
to prevent births within a group. vi Planned Parenthood, its associated supporters, and funders are 
selectively committing genocide on specific populations. 

Genuine care for the reproductive health of women, of all colors, would include incentives to 
reduce contributing factors in unwanted pregnancies. Historic cultic temple prostitution was an 
integral part of the Canaanite religion closely tied to child sacrifice. Today, the relationship 
between sexual immorality and promiscuity have resulted in millions of unplanned pregnancies 
outside the covenant of marriage. Valuing women, families, and children should be the goal of a 
healthy society. Why should California become the new "killing fields?" Women, children, and 
families deserve better. 

Finally, when a society embraces, celebrates, and legalizes the murder of its future generations, 
that society is destined for self-extermination. Mother Teresa said " .. . if we accept that the mother 
can kill her own child, how can we tell other people not to kill one another. "vii Elon Musk said, 
"If people don't have more children, civilization is going to crumble. Mark my words."viii 

FDFCA opposes AB 2223, and we respectfully ask, on behalf of our members in this state, for 
your NO vote. 

"POWER CONCEDES NOTHING WITHOUT A DEMAND" 

?IJrNlJleJr-
Rochelle Conner 
Frederick Douglass, Abolitionist 

i https: //bib lea rch a eo logy. o rg/i mages/Child-Sacrifice-and-Abortion/ 4---Ca na ani te-Ch i ld-Sacrifice---Smith-90-12S. pdf 
ii https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Child sacrifice 
iii https://www.worldtribune.com/employees-say-planned-parenthood-steeped-in-white-supremacy/ 
iv https://curepolicy.org/content/uploads/2022/01/CURE-Impact-of-Abortion-Report-DIGITAL-SPREADS.pdf 
v https:(/www.lifeissues.org/2012/10/new-research-shows-planned-parenthood-targets-minority-neighborhoods/ 
vi https://www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/genocide.shtml 
vii https://www.stjoanofarcchurch.org/Downloads/e8304718-37cb-4c45-81c8-4cbS4ae8eb99.pdf 
viii https://www.indy100.com/viral/elon-musk-how-many-children 
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March 29,2022 

Assembly Member Mark Stone 
Chair of the Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
1 020 N Street, Room 1 04 
Sacramento, California 95814 

RE: AB 2223- Infanticide Decriminalization 

Dear Assembly Member Mark Stone, 

I 
FAlVfl LY COUNCIL 

On behalf of our tens of thousands of constituents, allied organizations, and over 2,000 churches across 
the state, the California Family Council is opposed to AB 2223, a bill that seeks to codify the killing of 
unborn children throughout all nine months of pregnancy as well as decriminalize killing newborns days 
or even weeks after bi1th. 

The proposed legislation would shield a mother from civil and criminal charges for any "actions or 
omissions" related to her pregnancy, "including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death." 
Although definitions of "perinatal death" vary, all of them include the demise of newborns seven days or 
more after birth. 

The bill additionally protects anyone who "aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising" these rights. It 
also allows a woman to sue any police department or legal authority which arrests or charges her for 
hurting or killing her child under provisions of the bill. 

This bill would legalize infanticide by the mother or any accomplice. Killing or letting a newborn die will 
no longer have any crimina) penalties associated with it if this bill passes. It is the government's job to 
protect vulnerable human beings from harm. Newborns are valuable human beings who should be 
protected and that doesn't change simply because their mother doesn't want them. 

California has a Safely Surrendered Baby Law that allows a mother to drop off her newborn baby at a 
hospital, police department, or fire station with no questions asked. Mothers should not be killing their 
newborn children when all they have to do is take them safely to a drop-off location. 

The California Family Council strongly opposes AB 2229 and encourages this committee to reject this 
evil and brutally violent bill. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Burt 
Director of Capitol Engagement 
California Family Council 
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PACIFIC JUSTICE INSTITUTE -
Center for Public Policy 

P.O. Box 276600 
Sacramento, CA 95827 

- l 
I 

Telephone: (916) 857-6900 
i 
I 

L - -- - --· -- ·-·- - - -
j 

_j ---- ----- --- - ---- .. ---------------- -------·-··------- ·· 

SUBMITTED VIA POSITION LEITER PORTAL 

March 29, 2022 

ASSEMBLY JUDICL-\RY COMMITTEE 
Legislative Office Building 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Re: Assembly Bill 2223- Oppose 

Dear Chair and Honorable Members of the Assembly Judiciary Corrunittee: 

Please accept this as the statement in strong opposition to Assembly Bill 2223 on behalf of Pacific Justice Institute-
Center for Public Policy. We ask that our concerns be noted and addressed in the forthcoming corrunittee analysis 
of this Bill. 

Background 
According to the Legislative Counsel's Digest, AB 2223 seeks to do the following: 

• "This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests for deaths related to or following 
known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion, and would delete the requirement that an 
unattended fetal death be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill would prohibit using 
the coroner's statements on the certificate of fetal death to establish, bring, or support a criminal 
prosecution or civil cause of damages against any person." 

• "This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or criminal liability, or otherwise deprived 
of their rights, based on their actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or potential, or 
alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person who is 
exercising their reproductive rights. The bill would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if performed 
by a person other than the pregnant person and either the person performing the abortion is not a 
health care provider that is authorized to perform an abortion or the fetus is viable." 

• "The bill would authorize a party aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a 
civil action against an offending state actor, as specified, and would require a court, upon a motion, to 
award reasonable attorneys' fees and costs to a prevailing plaintiff." 

Summary of Arguments in Opposition 
AB 2223 holds the distinction of being one of the most ghasdy, horrific, and unconscionable proposals ever 
introduced in California. Not only does it condone the most gruesome and ghasdy methods of ending the lives of 
viable babies, but it decriminalizes all manner of "perinatal death"-the butchering of newborns. Not content with 
this insanity, the Bill empowers those who dismember, suffocate, or starve viable and newborn children to be 
rewarded for their savagery, punishing state actors who dare oppose them. 
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Legal Analysis 
AB 2223 is multi-faceted, and several of its provisions deserve greater scrutiny than can be accorded in this brief 
analysis. In the interest of brevity, we will highlight here just one of the many appalling implications of the Bill, 
Section 7. It reads in full: 

SEC.7. 
Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read: 
123467. 
(a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, 
or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their actions or omissions with respect to their 
pregnancy or potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or 
abortion, or perinatal death. 
(b) A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising their rights under this article shall not 
be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their rights, based solely 
on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in exercising their rights under this article with the 
pregnant person's voluntary consent. 

The widely accepted death of "perinatal death" as included death that occurs after birth removes this Bill from the 
typical category of abortion expansions. This is a new, different and almost-unthinkable approval of ending lives 
that nearly all Americans-including many who consider themselves ardently pro-choice-consider fully human 
beings. If the Legislature intended the term to mean something different, it must unequivocally say so. Otherwise, 
the commonly understood defmition of the term will plunge this State into a new level of infanticide. Neither Roe v. 
Wade, nor Planned Parenthood v. Casey, nor any of their progeny come close to approving what has been proposed 
here. Nor have such authorities ever suggested that back-alley or self-induced abortions should be normalized. And 
never before, so far as we are aware, has it seriously been suggested that those who deliberately end the lives of their 
viable children or newborns should be able to sue state actors who society has tasked with investigating the line 
where abortion ends and murder begins. AB 2223 cannot pretend to be a modest extension of existing law. It is far-
reaching and ghoulish. 

Conclusion 
Words fail to adequately describe or denounce the barbarism of AB 2223. Until now, Californians could operate 
under the illusion that their state was civilized. To read, in black and white, the plain language of this statute and the 
lengths to which some legislators are willing to go to condone and cover up the murder of the innocent is 
unspeakable. This Bill must be unequivocally repudiated. 

Respectfully submitted, 

,"(fn rcr 
'K1:atthew McReynolds 
SENIOR ST.\FF ATTORNEY 
P.\CIFIC JUSTICE INSTITUTE- CENTER FOR PUBLIC POLICY 
Sacramento, CA 95827 
Tel: (916) 857-6900 
E-mail: mmcreynolds@pji.org 
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Arncricans 
t?_;:)5 United for Life 

Written Testimony of Katie Glenn, J.D. 
Government Affairs Counsel, Americans United for Life 

In Opposition to AB 2223 
Submitted to California State Assembly Committee on Judiciary 

March 29,2022 

My name is Katie Glenn, and I serve as Government Affairs Counsel of Americans United 
for Life, a national law and policy nonprofit organization with a specialization in abortion, end-of-
life, and bioethics law. Our vision at AUL is a world where everyone is welcomed in life and 
protected in law. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify against AB 2223, a bill that would confuse existing 
laws, dehumanize the unborn, and prevent California lawmakers and law enforcement from 
responding to specific problems as they arise. 

What does this bill cover? You don't know but it doesn't look good. 

AB 2223 states that "a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, 
or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their actions or omissions with respect to their 
pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or 
abortion, or perinatal death."' 

"Perinatal" is not defined in this bill, causing . critics to decry AB 2223 as infanticide. 
Elsewhere in California law, "perinatal care" is defined as "provision of care during pregnancy, 
labor, delivery, and postpartum and neonatal periods."2 DHCS states that women who complete a 
live birth should have a postpartum visit between 21-56 days,3 and March of Dimes defines 
"neonatal" as the first 27 days of a child's life.4 Absent a definition in the bill, it certainly appears 
that the intent of this legislation is to legalize child abandonment (or worse) in the first weeks after 
birth. If this is not the bill sponsors' intent, they should amend the bill to clarify that the official 
policy of California is not state-sanctioned infanticide. 

What does it mean to "act or omit" under a law that permits the broadest power over the 
child during the 40 weeks of pregnancy and some unknown timeframe thereafter? This would 
include withholding medical care, nourishment, or warmth, any of which might kill the child. It 
might create a right to use illegal drugs during pregnancy, or at least a protection from being 
prosecuted under California drug laws. 

1 Cal. AB 2223 § 7(a) 
2 Cal. Health & Saf. Code§ 123630.2 
3 https://www.dhcs.ca.gov/dataandstats/Pages/Prena.aspx 
4 https:/ /www .marchofdimes.org/peristats/data?reg=99&top=6&stop= 107 & lev= I &slev=4&obj= 1 &sreg=06 
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\i.?J ,\mericans 
United for Life 

California law grants infants born alive during an abortion the same rights as any other 
child at the time of birth,5 yet this bill denies those rights by stating that neither the mother, nor 
any person who "aids or assists" her may be liable or penalized for denying the child life-saving 
care.6 Before enacting sweeping and unknown changes, this committee and the legislature should 
consider how it interfaces with other California laws. 

What does "interference" mean? Would it mean that the state could not investigate 
dangerous lawbreakers? This bill would engender a regulatory regime akin to the one in 
Pennsylvania that allowed the infamous abortion provider Kermit Gosnell to operate his "House 
of Horrors" for many years. Gosnell, who was ultimately convicted and given a life sentence, was 
able to provide unsafe, unsanitary, and deadly abortions for many years because, according to the 
Grand Jury report, the Petmsylvania Department of Health thought it could not inspect or regulate 
abortion clinics because that would interfere with access to abortion. 7 This bill lowers professional 
accountability. It does not protect, empower, or help anyone other than abortion businesses. If you 
knew someone was breaking the law, could you stop them-or would that be a violation of this 
"fundamental right?" 

Similar bills introduced in Vermont and New Hampshire have included under this 
"fundamental right to personal reproductive decisions" the right to have your insurance or the state 
pay for reproductive technology like IVF, egg freezing, and surrogacy. This broadly written bill 
will be taken to court and interpreted to cover all sorts of things the bill sponsors do not anticipate 
today. That question of "access" becomes a problem when what someone wants costs too much, 
takes too long, or no local healthcare professional wants to do it. 

If a baby is found in a dumpster can law enforcement investigate the child's death? Probably 
not under AB 2223. 

This bill has nothing to do with a right to privacy. It is not about preventing women from 
being prosecuted under abortion laws, something California and nearly every other state already 
does. It is. about covering up crimes. Criminals carry duffel bags of abortion drugs across our 
Southern border.8 Babies are thrown in dumpsters,9 over10 and over.ll I read so many stories about 
babies abandoned in California, I ran into the LA Times' paywall. And this legislature's response 
is to pass a bill forbidding law enforcement from investigating these horrific crimes. 

5 Cal. Health & Safety Code§ 123435 
6 Cal. AB 2223 § 7 
7 https :/ /www. theatlantic. com/national/ arc hi ve/20 13/04/why-dr-kermit -gosnells-trial-should-be-a-front-
pagestory /2 7 4 944/ 
8 https://www .youtube.com/watch ?v=CR3 uexqGgXo 
9 https://www.latimes.com/califomia/story/2019-07-30/baby-dies-fairfield-northem-califomia 
10 https:/ /www .latimes.com/Iocal/lanow/la-me-baby-heat-dumpster-20 190612-story .html 
11 https :I /wgntv .com/news/newborn-boy-found-abandoned- in-restroom-trash-bin-at-cali fomia-park/ 
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c\.C'J "i'i.Y United for Life 
One of the duties of coroners in the state of California is to investigate "violent, sudden, or 

unusual deaths."12 AB 2223 would repeal from this list "deaths related to or following known or 
suspected self-induced or criminal abortion."13 A coroner is still required to document relevant 
information on a certificate of fetal death, but it "shall not be used to establish, bring, or support a 
criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages against any person, whether or not 
they were the person who was pregnant with the fetus." 14 If a coroner had reason to believe that 
the circumstances of a fetal death were suspicious or criminal, or even that the mother was being 
coerced or abused, that infonnation could not be used by law enforcement to investigate the 
suspected crime. Criminals will walk free because "California protects the right to reproductive 
privacy."15 

AB 2223 establishes a cause of action for "[a] party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in 
violation of this article may bring a civil action against an offending state actor in a federal district 
court or state superior court."16 Under this bill, if a person commits a horrific act, like abandoning 
a newborn in a dumpster in 1 02-degree weather, if the police find that person, she (or he, if acting 
at the direction of the mother) could sue law enforcement for infringing on her right to "make and 
effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, including ... childbirth [and] 
postpartum care ... " 17 Thus, the bill sponsors expect law enforcement to ask no questions and look 
no further into the situation, even though in this case, the mother was 15 years old and likely the 
victim of a crime herself. 18 This is outrageous and will only lead to more cases of child 
abandomnent or death, and more harm to pregnant women if abusers, traffickers, and pimps know 
that reproductive control and crimes related to abortion or childbirth will go uninvestigated and 
unpunished. 

This bill creates a legal fiction. 

If you pass this bill, and California law denies motherhood by repealing scientifically 
accurate terms19 and further dehumanizes the unborn, a unique, unrepeatable human being will 
still be created at the moment of fertilization.20 Nothing about this text changes the biological 
reality of the child or his or her mother. The sponsors of this bill have decided that the youngest 
Californians aren't worth protecting--even once they're born-but that does not mean that they 
are not members of the human family. 

12 Cal. Gov. Code§ 27491 
13 Cal. AB 2223 § 2 
14 Cal. AB 2223 § 4 
15 Id. 
16 Cal. AB 2223 § 9 
17 Cal. AB 2223 § 5 
18 https://www.Iatimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-baby-heat-dumpster-20 I 90612-story .html 
19 Cal. AB 2223 § 5(b)-(c), § 6, §8(b)(2) 
20 https://lozierinstitute.org/a-scientific-view-of-when-life-begins/ 
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c\D1 .\m{'rkan-. 
cb.); United for Life 

Unlike almost every other state, California's "health exception" and bills like AB 2223 
virtually permit abortion throughout pregnancy. A third trimester abortion is a four-day process21 

that includes a lethal injection of digoxin or potassium chloride,22 the very same drug California 
used for the death penalty23-until Governor Newsom's moratorium in 2019.24 That is what we 
are talking about today. Enshrining a fundamental right to starve, dismember, or lethally inject a 
child throughout pregnancy and beyond with minimal oversight. 

Infanticide is an act or omission that kills a helpless baby. It is also the logical next step for 
a state that rushes to be an "abortion sanctuary." If a baby has no right to life at 3 9 weeks' gestation, 
if California asserts no interest in defending and protecting that child, then why would a right 
attach just because the child draws breath? What is the difference? Both need nourishment and 
protection to survive. Neither can care for themselves for many years. The mask always slips. 

Vote no on this confusing, overbroad, and dehumanizing bill. 

21 https://www.drhem.com/third-trimester-abortion/ 

For Life, 

Katie Glenn, Govt Affairs Counsel 
Americans United for Life 

22 https://www.mottchildren.org/health-library/tw2562 
23 https://www.aclu.org/press-releases/aclu-says-califomias-use-paralytic-drug-during-executions-unconstitutional 
24 https://www.cdcr.ca.gov/capital-punishment/ 
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Traditional Values for Next Generations 

March 29, 2021 
Assembly Member Mark Stone 
Chair of the Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
1020 N Street, Room 104 
Sacramento, California 95814 

RE: AB 2223- OPPOSE Infanticide Decriminalization 

Dear Assembly Member Mark Stone, 

On behalf of our tens of thousands of partnering Asian-American parents, grandparents, pastors, leaders 
and allied organizations across the state, the Traditional Values for Next Generations is writing to 
express its OPPOSITION for AB 2223. 

We are more than greatly concerned on this particular bill; AB2223 for a number of reasons. 
Depending on how the term "perinatal" is interpreted by the courts, this bill not only protects the rights 
of any type of abortion but it expends to discriminating against the life of born alive babies. 

We are greatly concerned, under AB 2223, California may follow the steps of former Philadelphia 
abortionist Kermit Gosnell, who murdered three infants born alive after botched abortions, and could 
not be prosecuted. AB 2223 expressly authorizes any person to facilitate late-term abortions and 
infanticide without legal repercussions. That means, there's a great possibility to remove much needed 
civil and criminal penalties for killing babies born alive under almost any circumstances under AB 2223. 

This is the most extreme, anti-life bill in California's history. It legalizes infanticide and we absolutely 
cannot agree with the use of euphemisms like "personal reproductive decisions" and 'reproductive 
justice' to justify and encourage the killing of babies in and outside the womb. 

On behalf of thousands of partners in our community, we ask you to please vote No on AB 2223. 
We appreciate your leadership on this critical human's life issue. 

Sincerely, 
Timothy & Sarah Kim 
Founder, Co-President 
Traditional Values for Next Generations 
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y LIBERTY BAPTIST CHURCH 

March 30, 2022 

To: Members of the California State Assembly & 
Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee 

Re: AB2223 

Greetings from your constituents in Assembly District 57, representative Lisa Calderon. We write today with a very 
troubled heart and concern for the very conscience of our state and nation. We have come to a point where there is 
an utter disregard for life in its most innocent and helpless form, that of our precious preborn, and now recently 
born citizens. The language in the bill that is before the Judiciary Committee is extremely troubling. We believe 
that all life is sacred and the blatant disregard for life in the womb and now, with the use of the word "perinatal" 
(which is commonly understood to mean infants in the womb, and also born and as many as 7 days out of the 
womb) out ofthe womb, is a disgusting display of the degeneration of our morals as a society, and a direct violation 
of the law of God. We further extend this reproof as a reminder to you that: 

• This bill is a blatant disregard for life created in the image and likeness of God. That life, beginning at the 
moment of conception, and sacred from that moment until death, should not be left to the discretion of 
politicians with immoral agendas. 

• This bill is a clear disregard for the rights of every person to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness, as so 
clearly stated in our founding documents, particularly the Declaration of Independence. 

• This bill is a clear and willful rejection of God's Law, which emphatically states, "Thou shalt not kill," and 
serves as a foundation for the laws of our nation and this republic. 

• This bill is a demonstration of willful negligence on the part of our elected officials. You have no power 
outside of the will of your constituents, and the authority of God, and as servants of the people, you have a 
responsibility to protect our land from these vile and abominable proposals that are sure to bring further 
judgment. 

So, on behalf of the Liberty Baptist Church, and many, many other like-minded churches, and people in this state, 
we demand that AB2223 be thrown out and disregarded. 

Deuteronomy :z.B::z.o "That innocent blood be not shed in thy land, which the LORD thy God giveth thee for an 
inheritance, and so blood be upon thee." 

Respectfully, 

Pastor Max H. Graves, Jr 
& Liberty Baptist Church 

12029 Pine St. 
Norwalk, CA go6so 

(562)833-3701 
www.LBCFamily.church 

Pastor Max H. Graves, Jr. 
Pastor Jason Jasper 

Pastor Kev 
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REALIMPACT 
A Ministry of Calvary Chapel Chino Hills 

March 29, 2022 

Assemblymember Mark Stone 
Chair of the Assembly Judiciary Committee 
1020 N Street, Room 104 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: A.B. 2223- LETTER OF OPPOSITION 

Dear Honorable Mark Stone & Committee Members, 

Real Impact monitors legislation for a coalition of people of faith throughout California. Our advocacy 
reaches tens of thousands of voters to educate, equip, and encourage them to advocate for policies and 
issues which they consider important. These issues and policies include the protection of life, 
strengthening the family institution, and upholding religious liberty in California. 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

A.B. 2223 states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty" based on their 
actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including 
miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks 
after birth. 

This bill goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and legalize 
murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in California 
legislation. 

For these reasons, we urge you to oppose A.B. 2223. 

Sincerely, 

Gina Gleason 
Director, Real Impact 

cc: Assemblymember Jordan Cunningham (Vice Chair) 
Assemblymember Laurie Davies 
Assemblymember Robert Rivas 
Assemblymember Chris Holden 
Assemblymember Kevin Kiley 

Assemblymember Eloise Gomez Reyes 
Assemblymember Ash Kalra 
Assemblymember Brian Maienschein 

P.O. Box 1273, Chino Hills, CA 91709 · Realimpact.us · 909.393.4711 
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Board of Directors 

Riclzard Garcia 
President 

Annie Elrod 
Treasurer 

Pam Francis 
Secretary 

Michael Arriola 
Director 

Miclmel Molatore 
Director 

Dr. Regina Ng 
Director 

joel Torczon 
Director 

Right 
4¥' Life 
KERN COUNTY 

Assemblymember Mark Stone 
Chair of the Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
I 020 N Street, Room I 04 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Assemblymember Stone, 

March 29, 2022 

Gov. Gavin Newsome and the super majority in our legislature have made no 
secret about their desire to make California the abortion capitol of America. 
The number of pro-abortion bills introduced this year alone attest to goal, 
along with the Future of Abortion Council established by the governor in 
September. 

That said, nothing could have prepared those of us who value life, born and 
pre born, for the diabolical AB2223, which removes all civil and criminal 
penalties for killing babies born alive under any circumstances. Depending on 
how the term "prenatal" is interpreted by the courts - and you can count on 
this barbaric bill landing in the courts should it be enacted - AB2223 would 
legalize the infanticide of children several weeks after birth. 

This is not about expanding abortion rights, this is a degree of evil that the 
overwhelming majority of Americans, regardless of how they identify 
politically, cannot stomach. Nor will they tolerate the presence in elected 
office of those who would support such a heinous bill. If the thought of killing 
babies born alive won't stay Democrats' hands from approving this bill, the 
possibility of losing their seats might. 

AB2223 is the most extreme, anti-life bill in California's history, and we intend 
to do everything in our power to defeat it. 

Sincerely, 

"'"" 
Marylee Shl"i"der 
Executive Director 

PO Box 11104 Bakersfield, Ca. 93389 Phone: (661)864-7508 
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* * * * * * * 
THE NATIONAL CENTER 

FOR LAW & POLICY 

SUBMITTED VIA POSITION LETTER PORTAL 

March 29,2022 

Assembly Judiciary Committee 
1020 North Street, Room 104 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Letter in Strong Opposition to AB-2223-Infanticide Decriminalization 

Dear Chair and Honorable Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee, 

I write on behalf of my fellow citizens of California and The National Center for Law & Policy, 
where I serve as president and chief counsel. Both in my capacity as a constitutional attorney 
practicing before the U.S. Supreme Court and as a father of three precious adopted children, I 
strongly urge you to vote no on AB-2223 . This egregious bill would, if enacted, endanger 
children and legalize infanticide. 

The relevant portion of AB-2223 reads: 

"123467. 
'(a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability 
or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their actions or omissions with 
respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including 
miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death (emphasis added)." 

"Perinatal" has no fixed definition in medicine today, but includes the death of a child weeks, 
months and even possibly up to a year after the child's birth. As written, the sweeping language 
of this bill will legalize child homicide or murder, whether through neglect, exposure, starvation, 
strangulation or other unlawful means. This is unacceptable outcome for a civilized people who 
claim to value human life. I strongly urge you to vote no on AB-2223. 

Sincerely, 

Dean R. Broyles, Esq. 
President & Chief Counsel 
The National Center for Law & Policy 

539 West Grand Avenue- Escondido, CA 92025 
(760) 747-4529- Fax (760) 747-4505 

www.nclplaw.org 
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S THE &L .. ALT IGH t1 
COUNCIL 

March 29, 2022 

March 29, 2022 
Assembly Member Mark Stone 
Chair of the Judiciary Committee 
Legislative Office Building 
1020 N Street, Room 104 
Sacramento, California 95814 

RE: AB 2223- Infanticide Decriminalization- OPPOSE 

Dear Assembly Member Stone: 

As an organization with affiliated churches throughout California, The Salt & Light Council 
opposes AB 2223, and respectfully urges your opposition, as well. 

New language added to AB 2223 shields a mother from civil and criminal charges for any "actions or 
omissions" related to her pregnancy. SEC. 7 123467 "is added to the Health and Safety Code," to 
include "miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death." Although definitions of "perinatal 
death" vary, all of them include the demise of newborns seven days or more after birth. Further, 
the bill protects anyone who "aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising" those rights. 

The baby in the womb of the mother has human rights too, and we look to you to protect the lives 
of both the mother and the baby she is carrying by opposing this bill. 

Sincerely, 

-

Dran Reese I President 

Gail Levin I Director 

991 Lomas Santa Fe C-119, Solana Beach, CA 92075 • (888) 725-8654 • SaltandlightCouncil.org 
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CONCERNED 

WOMEN for AMERICA 
LEGISLATIVE ACTION COMMITTEE 

March 28, 2022 

The Honorable Mark Stone, Chair 
Assembly Committee on J ucliciary 
1020 N Street, Room 104 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Assembly Bill2223 (Wicks)- OPPOSE 

Dear Chair Stone and Committee members: 

Concerned Women for America Legislative Action Committee (CWALAC) strongly opposes AB 2223. Under 
the guise of "reproductive health," this bill decriminalizes killing babies in or out of the womb. Beyond any 
measure proposed in d1e state before this time, AB 2223 prohibits civil or criminal liability for anyone who 
"aids or assists" the mother in the killing of a baby, including abortion or perinatal death. 

Although definitions of "perinatal death" vary, all of iliem include d1e demise of newborns seven days or more 
after birili. The California Welfare and Institutions Code (13134.S(b)) defines perinatal as "the period from the 
establishment of pregnancy to one month following delivery." AB 2223 would even protect Philadelphia 
abortionist Kermit Gosnell, who murdered iliree infants born alive after botched abortions, from prosecution. 

CWALAC opposes AB 2223, and we respectfully ask, on behalf of our members in this state, for your NO 
vote. 

Sincerely, 

Marlo Tucker 
State Director 
CW A of California 
For Concerned Women for America LAC 

CONCERNED WOMEN OF AMERICA OF CALIFORNIA 
1700 AVIARA PKWY, #130113 [ CARLSBAD, CA 92013 [858-252-4735 

DIRECTOR@CALIFORNIA.CWFA.ORG [CA.CWFA.ORG 
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March 29, 2022 

Assembly Member Mark Stone 
Chair of the Judiciary Committee 
1020 North Street, Room 104 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Right to Life League 
1208 N. Lake Ave, Ste. 207 

Pasadena, CA 91104 

Re: Letter in Opposition: AB 2223 Decriminalizing Infanticide 

Dear Member Stone and Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee, 

On behalf of the Right to Life League, I urge you to vote NO on SB 2223. 

AB 2223 decriminalizes infanticide by eliminating civil and criminal penalties for abortions and 
including "perinatal death." 

The bill doesn't define the term "perinatal"- but it doesn't have to. Existing California law 
already supplies the definition. The term "perinatal" means "the period from the establishment 
of pregnancy to one month following delivery."1 

Applying these pre-existing legal definitions means that AB 2223 effectively decriminalizes 
killing babies born alive ostensibly up through the first month after birth. And if the definition of 
"perinatal" expands further, AB 2223's scope will likewise expand to prevent prosecution of 
later child mortality. 

AB2223 will further make it a crime to investigate a newborn death. AB 2223 seeks to change 
the scope of coroners' inquiries, adding a private cause of action against state employees -like 
detectives or coroners - who investigate why a newborn baby died. This is chilling and horrific. 

1 See ARTICLE 4. The Medi-Cal Benefits Program§ 14134.5(b). 
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Right to Life League 
Letter in Opposition to AB 2223 
Page2 

The American Center for Law and Justice explains2 how AB 2223 will thwart investigation and 
cover up evidence of infanticide following failed late-term abortions: 

Shortly into the start of the Biden Administration, the FDA lifted the in-person 
dispensing requirement, allowing abortion pills to be delivered through the mail. Many 
pro-abortion states do not have state level regulations concerning chemical abortions, and 
the FDA's change in its REMS program ensured even greater access to chemical abortion 
via mail - with no in-person visit requirement to verify the actual stage of pregnancy. 

When there is no in-person oversight of chemical abortions to verify the stage of 
pregnancy, there will be an increase in late-tenn chemical abortions. We already know 
that the abortion pills do not work in "safe or effective ways" one out of every four times. 
And that the pills are not recommended for use past 1 0-weeks of gestation. The abortion 
industry and pro-abortion advocates also know this. The abortion lobby further knows 
and understands that an increase in late-term chemical abortions is going to lead to 
an increase in babies being born alive after failed abortions. And abortion advocates 
do not want those live births to be investigated or recorded. They also don't want those 
babies to live. 

AB 2223's use of "perinatal" and its prohibition of investigation into the deaths of newborns is 
not an accident, an oversight, or a misunderstanding. It is intentional, strategic evil designed to 
corrupt the executive branch of state government so as to cover up the deaths of babies born 
alive. Please vote NO on AB 2223. 

Susan S. Arnall, Esq. 

® 
Since 1ge1 

Vice President of Legal Affairs 
Right to Life League 

2 Summers, 0 . (2022, March 28). California follows Maryland's lead with disturbing bill that could effectively 
legalize infanticide. American Center for Law and Justice. Retrieved March 29, 2022, from 
https: //aclj .org/pro-life/califomia-follows-marylands-lead-with-disturbing-bill-that-could-effectively-legalize-infanti 
cide 
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March 29,2022 
To: Assembly Judiciary Committee 
Re: AB 2223: Reproductive Health- OPPOSE 

Dear Assembly Judiciary Committee, 

Capitol Resource Institute has been a strong defender of the dignity of life for decades. We have 
always stood in the gap in defense of life in the womb and we believe no person shall infringe 
upon or discriminate against someone on the basis of location. We are acquainted with the efforts 
to expand abortion access in California and establish this state as an abortion sanctuary, but we 
have never encountered the outright disregard for human life that is in AB 2223. Capitol 
Resource Institute stands in firm opposition to AB 2223: Reproductive Health because this bill 
will make the killing of newborn babies legal in California. 

The recent amendments made to AB 2223 solidified the bill's fate as a threat to newborn babies 
across the state. The newly added language protects all parties from being criminally liable or 
penalized for an "alleged pregnancy outcome, including a miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." Depending on how it is defined, perinatal death could mean the death of a child 
weeks or months after the child is born. California lawmakers have written a bill that provides 
apparent protections for infanticide. 

The unthinkable has happened in California. Lawmakers have written a bill that is a threat to the 
dignity of human life by legalizing the killing of newborn babies. As a strong supporter of life in 
and outside of the womb, Capitol Resource Institute urges the committee to stand for life and 
vote NO on this dangerous bill. 

We respectfully oppose AB 2223 and urge the committee to do the same. 

Sincerely, 

./ 
__ , . . . .. 

1.. I"· .J"··-· ..• --.;:-t ......... :4 } \. L,i. ,.. I ;..:r.:·-··· It ·.:r..: ••. -

Karen England 
Executive Director 
Capitol Resource Institute 

1\'\\ W .I. \I Tl t P. l <.r il J I' C l .li] \ c; 
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Dawn Hardesty 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
AB-2223 

Oppose 

AM 

A.B. 2223 will put babies and women at high risk of injury and abuse in the name of "women's 
healthcare." 

Formerly known as "The Infanticide Bill," A.B . 2223 states that a person will not be "subject 
to civil or criminal liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their 
pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, 
stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death due to a cause that occurred in utero." "Perinatal" 
can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

Even after amendments made by the author, A.B. 2223 remains one of the most dangerous bills in 
CA legislation, shielding mothers (and those who aid her) from prosecution of fetal and 
perinatal deaths due to drug-use during pregnancy, "back-alley abortions," and botched 
abortions, while making it difficult to investigate abuse, partial-birth abortions, and even 
infanticide. This means that a mother and anyone assisting her can be shielded from civil or 
criminal charges for the death of her newborn baby if that death was a result of something that 
took place .while the baby was still in the womb without proving that the death is the result of 
something that took place within the womb. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to undermine the value of life and place 
women in harm's way. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No " on A.B. 2223 . 

Maria Gonzalez 8/11/22 1:28 PM 

Abortion is not Reproduction health . It is the termination a what is being reproduced which a 
living developing child. And also decriminalizes the killing of a newborn after 30 days . This 
bill is evil and has nothing but killing a baby for selfish reason from the mother or other 
person that's supposed to care for the child. 

Elizabeth Jouvenat 8/8/22 1 : 49 PM 

OPPOSE 

Page 1 
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Dawn Hardesty 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

7 / 29 / 22 1:28 PM 

A.B. 2223 will put babies and women at high risk of injury and abuse in the name of "women's 
healthcare." 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential , or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death due to a cause that occurred in utero . " "Perinatal" can be defined as a number 
of weeks after birth . 

Even after amendments made by the author, A.B . 2223 remains one of the most dangerous bills in 
CA legislation, shielding mothers (and those who aid her) from prosecution of fetal and 
perinatal deaths due to drug-use during pregnancy, "back-alley abortions," and botched 
abortions, while making it difficult to investigate abuse, partial-birth abortions, and even 
infanticide. 

A.B . 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
place women in harm's way. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

\-t G9 Dawn Hardesty 7/8/22 3:04 PM 

A.B . 2223 will put babies and women at high risk of injury and abuse in the name of "women's 
healthcare." 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death due to a cause that occurred in utero." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number 
of weeks after birth. 

Even after amendments made by the author, A.B. 2223 remains one of the most dangerous bills in 
CA legislation, shielding mothers (and those who aid her) from prosecution of fetal and 
perinatal deaths due to drug-use during pregnancy, "back-alley abortions," and botched 
abortions, while making it difficult to investigate abuse, partial-birth abortions, and even 
infanticide. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
place women in harm's way . 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

9.' Elizabeth Jouvenat 6 / 29 / 22 5:03 AM 

OPPOSE 
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AP1 - 132

Elizabeth Jouvenat 

OPPOSE 

(i.k Tarah Jones 

Evil infanticide bill . 

Emily Anderson 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

6/29/22 5:02 AM 

6/28/22 7 : 17 PM 

6/23/22 7 : 41AM 

Please oppose/amend this vague and potentially catastrophic bill. Please see below for detailed 
explanation of what needs to change to protect against infanticide . 

Americans United for Life writes that, "'Perinatal' is not defined in this bill, causing 
critics to decry AB 2223 as infanticide. Elsewhere in California law, "perinatal care" is 
defined as "provision of care during pregnancy, labor, delivery, and postpartum and neonatal 
periods." . . Absent a definition in the bill, it certainly appears that the intent of this 
legislation is to legalize child abandonment (or worse) in the first weeks after birth. If this 
is not the bill sponsors' intent, they should amend the bill to clarify that the official 
policy of California is not state-sanctioned infanticide." 

Furthermore, " ... if a coroner investigates the alleged 'stillborn' baby's body and discovers the 
baby was not still-born, but born breathing and died of asphyxiation, that evidence couldn't be 
used to prosecute anyone for infanticide , " the California Family Council 

Thank you for opposing this bill as written. 

J1 Celina Garcia 6 / 21/22 3:16PM 

LETTER: OPPOSE AB2223 Infanticide . docx 

Dawn Hardesty 6/18 / 22 2:00 PM 

A.B. 2223 will put babies and women at high risk of injury and abuse in the name of "women's 
healthcare." 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy oractual , 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death due to a cause that occurred in utero." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number 
of weeks after birth . 
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AP1 - 133

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

Even after amendments made by the author, A.B. 2223 remains one of the most dangerous bills in 
CA legislation, shielding mothers (and those who aid her) from prosecution of fetal and 
perinatal deaths due to drug-use during pregnancy, "back-alley abortions," and botched 
abortions, while making it difficult to investigate abuse, partial-birth abortions, and even 
infanticide. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
place women in harm's way. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Elizabeth Jouvenat 6/16/22 2:51AM 

OPPOSR 

Patricia Whittemore 6/14/22 1:29 AM 

Vote NO ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 

Monique Verdin 6/12/22 8:45 PM 

This bill violates the 5th and 14th amendments as well as Penal Code section 187.This bill also 
removes law enforcement's state police power and duties to uphold Penal Code section 187. It 
seems to legalize infant death. Will there be profit from infant death, such as selling stem 
cells or organs to science? 

Deborah Holmes 6/12/22 10:42 AM 

On April 19th 2022, tens of thousands of "We the People" came from all over California to 
gather outside the Sacramento Capitol for CITIZEN LOBBY DAY to protest bill AB 2223. At 9:30am 
the doors of the assembly hearing chamber were locked to the public stating they were not 
letting the public enter due to the crowd size. It was widely publicized on press and social 
media sites. Subsequently the hearing of the Assembly Health Committee rescheduled to 4:00pm. 
Furthermore, due to the tremendous public pressure, the public comment procedure was altered 
from a maximum period time of 30 minutes to a maximum period time of 60 minutes and from 2 
minutes max per person to 5 seconds maximum per person which only allowed a maximum of 300 
people to voice their opinion. So only a few hundred Californians who had come from all over 
the state to express their extreme opposition to this bill were allowed in before doors were 
closed leaving thousands of Californians locked outside and not allowed to speak. During the 
public comment period only 5 persons gave support for this bill, yet it passed out of the 
Health Committee to the Appropriations Committee with a vote 11-3. WE THE PEOPLE are disturbed 
that we were totally not heard nor had our tens of thousands of voices of opposition 
acknowledged. This event of getting locked out of the process has created extreme lack of trust 
in our elected government officials who have sworn an oath to uphold the Constitution of the 
State of California and to fairly and justly represent WE THE PEOPLE, not government actors. 
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AP1 - 134

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
Therefore, We the People, based on the extreme outpouring of fervor throughout our state and 
the rest of the country, respectfully demand that you acknowledge the voice of WE THE PEOPLE 
and vote no to defeat this aggressive, immoral, and divisive bill AB 2223. 

Paul Interrante 6/12/22 8:20 AM 

I strongly oppose this terrible bill that will allow for infanticide. All through the bills 
process, the people have opposed it and yet the Legislature keeps paying it along ignoring the 
voice of the people. Please listen and vote NO on AB2223 

Thank you 
Paul Interrante 

Michael Van Roy 6/6/22 2:50AM 

This is a bad bill. It is labeled a reproductive health bill but it deals with what happens 
after birth when the mother is no longer in danger. It is infanticide pure and simple. 

Dawn Hardesty 6/4/22 2:48 PM 

I urge you to vote NO on AB 2223, the Infanticide Bill. 

In yet another attempt to make it legal to kill a human baby born alive, the author has amended 
AB 2223. The bill continues to circumvent existing California law that requires life-saving 
treatment of any baby born alive, no matter the circumstances. 

Following public outcry, Assemblywoman Buffy Wicks amended AB 2223, modifying the clause 
"perinatal death due to a pregnancy-related cause." The latest amendment replaces that 
phraseology with yet another overbroad, vague, and undefined clause - "perinatal death due to 
causes that occurred in utero." 

AB 2223's amended language- "perinatal death due to causes that occurred in utero" -does 
nothing to change the bill's protections for anyone who kills a baby born alive during the 
first 28 days of life. It justifies and excuses the intent to kill a baby born alive by 
pointing to vague, blanket occurrences that happened at some undefined time prior to the baby's 
birth. 

Once a person is born alive, she is protected by both state and federal law. California Health 
and Safety Code Section 123435 protects the rights of an infant prematurely born alive in the 
course of an abortion. The Reproductive Privacy Act also limits the right of abortion after the 
age of viability in keeping with U.S. Supreme Court precedent. AB 2223, as further amended, 
contradicts these legal realities to protect the killing of a newborn up to 28 days old. 
Vote NO on AB 2223! 

Page 5 

LE
G

IS
LA

TI
VE

 IN
TE

N
T 

SE
R

VI
C

E,
 IN

C
.  

   
 (5

30
)  

66
6-

19
17

A-1282

1942



AP1 - 135

Dawn Hardesty 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

I urge you to vote NO on AB 2223, the Infanticide Bill. 

6/4/22 2:47 PM 

In yet another attempt to make it legal to kill a human baby born alive, the author has amended 
AB 2223 . The bill continues to circumvent existing California law that requires life-saving 
treatment of any baby born alive, no matter the circumstances. 

Following public outcry, Assemblywoman Buffy Wicks amended AB 2223, modifying the clause 
"perinatal death due to a pregnancy-related cause." The latest amendment replaces that 
phraseology with yet another overbroad, vague, and undefined clause - "perinatal death due to 
causes that occurred in utero." 

AB 2223's amended language- "perinatal death due to causes that occurred in utero" -does 
nothing to change the bill's protections for anyone who kills a baby born alive during the 
first 28 days of life. It justifies and excuses the intent to kill a baby born alive by 
pointing to vague, blanket occurrences that happened at some undefined time prior to the baby's 
birth. 

Once a person is born alive, she is protected by both state and federal law. California Health 
and Safety Code Section 123435 protects the rights of an infant prematurely born alive in the 
course of an abortion. The Reproductive Privacy Act also limits the right of abortion after the 
age of viability in keeping with U.S. Supreme Court precedent. AB 2223, as further amended, 
contradicts these legal realities to protect the killing of a newborn up to 28 days old. 
Vote NO on AB 2223! 

patricia hebert 6/1/22 10:28 AM 

LETTER: Press Release-May 3 2 Moral Outcry.pdf 

Cristy Smith 5/27/22 11:14 AM 

To the CA Judiciary Committee, 

I oppose AB 2223. This bill will allow infanticide in the state of CA. To allow the murder of 
a child up to 28 days after it is born is morally wrong and should never be allowed. I urge you 
to vote NO or to abstain on AB 2223. 

Thank you, 
Cristy Smith 
CA Resident 
95834 
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Patricia Hughes 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

Hello, this is Patricia and I oppose AB 2223. 

5/22/22 11:05 PM 

On behalf of educators as myself, and as a fellow follower of Jesus Christ, I can not fathom 
the idea of murdering a child while the baby is in utero, or out of the womb. This is vile, 
disgusting, shameful, and above all else, inhumane to the nth degree! It is my job as a 
follower of Christ and as a teacher to protect children, and AB2223 is doing the exact 
opposite. If a woman feels the need for an abortion, then they need to be given the support 
system, psychological assistance, and various other resources to encourage her to keep her 
child, or at the bare minimum to deliver her baby, and put it up for adoption. On behalf of the 
thousands and thousands of woman who have miscarriages and have lost their children, do not 
pass this disturbing law, but oppose it immediately. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Hughes 

Janet Riemer 5/19/22 12 : 03 PM 

Bad bill! 

Celina Garcia 5/19/22 10:19 AM 

LETTER: OPPOSE AB2223 Infanticide.docx 

Celina Garcia 5/19/22 10:12 AM 

Oppose or abstain on AB2223! 
I am watching your vote and the upcoming primaries! 

VOTE NO on AB2223 

Maria Gonzalez 5/18/22 1:46 PM 

Please stop killing the babies inside the womb and after birth! This is muderous bill ! ! ! 
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Celina Garcia 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

LETTER: OPPOSE AB2223 Infanticide.docx 

Sherry Lorenz 

5/18/22 1:45 PM 

5/18/22 11:53 AM 

How can we ever have respect for life if we allow this bill to be enforced? I believe it is 
evil to murder. If this bill was allowed to pass, it would allow the termination in the 
perinatal stage meaning up to a year after birth. It condones men & women to not be responsible 
or accept the consequences of their sexual acts. It teaches our children to not think about 
their own responsibilities. I do not believe this is smart. It's a degradation of our society. 
We have enough of that! I do believe in abortion up to 28 weeks due to medical or mental 
problems. Please oppose this bill. 

Kristi Robertson 5/12/22 10:40 AM 

I oppose AB 

Dawn Hardesty 5/11/22 8:58AM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Phyllis Labonog 5/9/22 11:50 PM 

I am diametrically opposed to AB 2223 because it is MURDER and defies the sanctity of life that 
God ordained in His Word, the Bible. We have no right to take a life, according to the 10 
Commandments. The Lord gives life and He takes it away. Let's not defy God's command and 
preserve that which is beloved by the Creator of the Universe. Taking the life of a baby is 
murder. Blood will be on the hands of those who approve of this bill. Let's put it this way ... 
you wouldn't be alive if your mother chose to employ the sinful "rights" of this bill. Nor 
would any of your children, your own wife or any beloved person in your life. Cherish and save 
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AP1 - 138

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
the children We have to be their voice because they can't themselves. 
Thank you. 

Q Dawn Hardesty 

Please represent your constituents and OPPOSE AB 2223! 
his bill has nothing to do with 'reproductive health" 

No one in California wants this bill passed. 
Vote NO on AB 2223 . 

J1 Dawn Hardesty 

Please represent you constituents and OPPOSE AB 2223! 
No one in California wants this bill passed . 
Vote NO on AB 2223 . 

Maria Gonzalez 

No to infantcide! No to Abortion! 

') 
Elizabeth Jouvenat 

OPPOSE . LIFE IS A RIGHT. 

$'"i Dawn Hardesty 

5/6/22 8:23 PM 

5/6/22 8:21 PM 

5/5 / 22 11:10 AM 

5/4/22 6:01 PM 

5/3/22 8:47 PM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand fo r human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 
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AP1 - 139

Erica Exberger 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

5/2/22 4:32 PM 

I firmly oppose and urge you to vote no or abstain from AB 2223. The rights of the unborn and 
defenseless newborn babies must be protected. Furthermore law enforcement officials that serve 
all of us and these babies should be protected. A mother's duty is to her children and her 
rights are already protected by The Constitution of the United States. 

Sincerely, 

Erica Exberger 

Cara Adams 5/2/22 10:44 AM 

LETTER: Oppose AB2223.docx 

Celina Garcia 5/2/22 10 : 21 AM 

LETTER: OPPOSE AB2223 Infanticide.docx 

0 Rachel Urbina 5/1/22 9:01 PM 

PLEASE oppose this bill. It may have been well intentioned but it allows and even protects 
people who may decide to kill a baby after birth. The language is so open to interpretation and 
very vague . 

For your own eternal sakes , but even more so, for the lives of the many unborn and their 
parents, please OPPOSE this bill. It needs to never see the light of day. 

Thank you 

Rachel Urbina 5 / 1/22 9:00 PM 

PLEASE oppose this bill. It may have been well intentioned but it allows and even protects 
people who may decide to kill a baby after birth. The language is so open to interpretation and 
very vague. 

For your own eternal sakes, but even more so , for the lives of the many unborn and their 
parents, please OPPOSE this bill. It needs to never see the light of day. 

Thank you 
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AP1 - 140

Darlene Yeates 

OPPOSE AB2223 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

PLEASE VOTE AGAINST PASSING THIS BILL! 

Heather Gibson 

4/30/22 9:20 PM 

4/29/22 12:27 PM 

I am opposed to AB2223 . This bill uses the word perinatal in its language which means that this 
bill would apply to a baby that is up to 28 days old. This is allowing the killing of babies 
prenatal and perinatal. 

Sabrina Ward 

We Oppose and call on you, the Committee Who are: 
parents /guardians PROTECT THE CHILDREN 
health care profession : DO NO HARM/ ... HEAL 
administrators: DO WHAT IS RIGHT/BE MEN AND WOMEN OF INTEGRITY 

4/26/22 3:37 PM 

government officials: UPHOLD U.S. CONSTITUTIONAL FREEDOM AND LIBERTY, ABHOR DICTATORSHIP, 
SOCIALIST AGENDAS, ANARCHY AND ROGUE STATEHOOD 

EVERYONE: PRAY TO GOD ALMIGHTY FOR MERCY AND FORGIVENESS 

Gladys Swensrud 4/26/22 5:51AM 

What a horrific misnomer "Reproductive health" is for the actually killing of babies who are 
born alive. The passage of this bill takes humanity down a deep hole toward evil for which 
there is no return. PLEASE VOTE NO on this bill now ... and in any form it may take in future 
legislation. 

Dawn Hardesty 4/25/22 9:10 PM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation . 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 
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AP1 - 141

Julia Garner 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/24/22 9:46 PM 

Please do NOT allow this. These precious lives don't have voices to speak up! 

Patricia Whittemore 4/24/22 3:28 PM 

Vote NO on this infanticide bill if you want to be re-elected. 

Patricia Whittemore 4/24/22 3:27 PM 

Vote NO on this infanticide bill if you want to be re-elected. 

JERRY POUPARD 4/21/22 4:53 PM 

Burn this law and find a middle ground. No one will be happy but follow the science. Science 
says when a heartbeat is evident and another time when a fetus is viable. The original ruling 
permitting abortion at the first trimester is closer to both of these than this stupid 
dangerous law. At some point that child is a viable person with his or her own rights. 
Provide a process for the mother beyond that timeline. 

Martina Ernst 4/21/22 1:11 PM 

I strongly oppose the killing of the next generation! Please consider that the passing of this 
bill will result in negative consequences for California and the United States. "Do not be 
deceived: God is not to be mocked. Whatever a man sows, that he will also reap." Galatians 6:7 

Jennifer Cornes 4/21/22 12:39 PM 

Please vote no. 

Maria Fung 4/20/22 2:22 PM 

This bill is tantamount to murder. A baby is a child. This bill goes against CA and federal 
laws that protect children from neglect and abuse. 
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Chris Cover 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/20/22 11:54 AM 

This is terrible! This is Murder! This is pure Evil! Please stop this bill now! 

-
os:_·. e:::!) Janet Riemer 4/20/22 11:18 AM 

This is infanticide! No to this!! 

Maria Gonzalez 4 / 19/22 12:20 PM 

Mothers should be char ged for infantcide and have criminal liability to the highest murder 
degree ! 

This should not be in Health category . This is Murder! 

I call for Wicks to step down from his position for trying to decriminalize killing of babies! 

Elizabeth Jouvenat 4 /19/22 10 : 11 AM 

OPPOSE 

Celina Garcia 4/19/22 9:17 AM 

LETTER: OPPOSE AB2223 Infanticide . docx 

Ashley Roller 4/19/22 8 : 58AM 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS BILL 

Tarah Jones 4/18/22 4 : 11 PM 

Infanticide! Evil bill, oppose. 
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AP1 - 143

Dawn Hardesty 

Oppose AB 2223 . 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/18/22 2 : 23 PM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death . " "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A. B . 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A . B. 2223. 

Dawn Hardesty 4 /18/22 2 : 21 PM 

Oppose AB 2223. 
This bill s legalized murder! It has nothing to do with reproductive health! 
NO on AB 2223! 

David Donner 4/18/22 9:35 AM 

I oppose AB2223 and request this bill be opposed and removed. I value a women's choice to have 
an abortion. I also believe we should not be encouraging, promoting and making it too easy to 
have one. What is most disturbing about this current bill is that it would allow the killing 
of a baby after they are born. To me, this is murder of a baby and is illegal and should never 
be made legal. There should be no loopholes for murder. If an abortion is going to happen, I 
would expect that determination could be made much earlier in the process, not post pregnancy . 
It is deeply concerning that rather than looking at better ways to prevent the need for 
abortions and encourage greater responsibility where possible, we are loosening the laws to 
allow behaviors that are illegal and inhumane, including murder of precious and innocent 
children. This is heartless and cold. It is incomprehensible that our law makers would be 
proposing and considering legalizing such heinous acts . It must be opposed . 

Tarah Jones 4/17/22 7:32 PM 

INFANTICIDE. This bill is evil. OPPOSE . 
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AP1 - 144

Dawn Hardesty 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/16/22 11:47 AM 

A. B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death. " "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Karen Rabago 4/15/22 4:48 PM 

I strongly oppose this bill. I believe that life begins at the moment of conception and that 
all life is precious and sacred. I consider it a heinous injustice to allow the killing of 
innocent children inside the wombs of their mothers, especially because they cannot speak up 
for themselves. Please do your research and see what actually takes place during all different 
types of abortion procedures and pay attention to how the child(ren) react. Do not avert your 
eyes. Look at how they are dismembered, how their skulls are crushed, how they fight to stay 
alive. Also, please consider the children who are born alive. How is it justified to leave 
them to die and not attempt to save their lives. This bill would allow abortions through all 9 
months of pregnancy and if an infant somehow dies after they are born, their mother or a person 
who assists them cannot be prosecuted. I understand that this is not the way it's designed to 
work, but in the hands of someone with evil intent, it makes it permissible to kill a child . 
Furthermore, how is a child that is of 9 months gestational age, but not born yet any different 
from one of the same age outside of the womb . Unborn babies are the most vulnerable members of 
society. When will more people stand up to protect them? Please do not pass this bill. I pray 
that you do not. 

Thank you for your time, 
Karen Rabago 

Penelope Larsen 

As an individual I oppose AB2223. 

sonja shaw 

LETTER: Untitled document.pdf 

4/15/22 10:57 AM 

4/14/22 7:18 AM 
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AP1 - 145

Karin Campbell 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/13/22 11:17 PM 

I believe that the writer of AB 2223 did so in good faith in response to the charging of two 
women for the stillbirth of their babies . While I know nothing of their case, I cannot support 
this bill and strongly urge you to vote No. This bill removes any and all responsibility from 
a woman for the child in her womb and even after it is born. As a registered nurse, I know that 
a woman can find herself in deep distress and pregnant and the loss of a child can result and 
she deserves special consideration and care. But AB 2223 goes too far in that it removes all 
personhood or humanity from the child and completely strips him/her from any protections 
whatsoever, even those provided by our laws to animals and their young. Preborn and postnatal 
children are human and therefore have inherent value and dignity and should be given all the 
rights and protections that we give to all American citizens . Our children are the future of 
our nation and deserve to be valued, not left to die. If we fail to protect the most weak and 
vulnerable among us we are child abusers of the worse kind and do not deserve to be considered 
civilized. No other country on this earth has laws that absolve a mother for killing a child 
from conception until he/she is born alive up to 7 days after birth or beyond. I urge you to 
vote no to this profoundly evil and misdirected bill. And if you do pass this bill I hope you 
will look into the eyes of your own children and grandchildren and consider the fact that you 
have stripped them of all humanity and all rights under this law . 
Respectfully submitted, 
Karin Campbell 

Chelsea Mariotti 4/13/22 8:24 PM 

Dear Judiciary Committee, 

I adamantly OPPOSE this bill. The language as it is now is unacceptable and a slippery slope. 
I am pro choice but this seems to be going to far when included in the definition is a child 
that has already been born? A LIVE birth! The abortion laws in our state already allow for 
abortions and are unlike some states where the cut off is very early in ones pregnancy. So 
additionally this seems like an unnecessary bill as people are not threatened with being 
charged for assisting with abortions, as it is already legal. 

Sincerely, 
Chelsea Mariotti 
San Francisco, CA 

Elizabeth Jouvenat 

OPPOSE 

1 Amanda Jagusch 

4/13/22 4:01AM 

4/12/22 9 : 57 AM 

This is an unneeded bill. Woman don't get charged with crimes because of pregnancy loss . Also, 
if a baby dies after birth for the most part the mother doesn't get charged with the baby's 
death; unless the child was murdered, or the mother was on drugs during her pregnancy. This 
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AP1 - 146

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
bill will cause infanticide. Also, why make it legal to kill babies in the womb? A doctor has a 
right to not preform an abortion, the doctor should not be charged or penalized because they 
choose not to preform the procedure. If a woman wants one so badly, they can go to another 
doctor or facility. This bill will also have people coming to our state just to preform 
abortions. Many women use abortions as birth control and this bill will just encourage woman to 
be irresponsible. 

Christian Lopez 4/11/22 6:59 PM 

I strongly oppose AB2223 
This bill along with it Authors and all who vote for and have voted to pass this bill are evil 
and should step down from your positions. Its clear you have lost the meaning of public 
servants. 

Tammy Graf 

I oppose this bill 

Diane Zimmerman 

LETTER: Di-Z-Oppose_BAD_BILLS_Sacramento.docx 

Dawn Hardesty 

AB 2223 
This bill is absolute EVIL. Allowing MURDER to become legal. 
OPPOSE BILL AB 2223 

Dawn Hardesty 

Oppose 2223 

4/10/22 11:43 AM 

4/9/22 7:54 PM 

4/9/22 1:14 PM 

4/8/22 6:48 PM 

This has nothing to do with reproductive health - this is outright legalizing murder! 
Oppose this awful bill. 
VOTE NO ON AB 2223! 

J1 David Donner 4/8/22 4:47 PM 

LETTER: Oppose_BILLS_Sacramento_2022.pdf 
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AP1 - 147

Bryan Strycula 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/7/22 6 : 50 PM 

I strongly oppose this bill and feel it is not appropriate and unconstitutional. 

Bryan Strycula 4/7/22 6:49 PM 

I strongly oppose this bill and feel it is in appropriate and unconstitutional. 

Glenda Yakel 4/7 / 22 6:12 PM 

LETTER : 040722 UPNORTHASSHOLES (1) .PDF 

Maria Gonzalez 4/7/22 1:19 PM 

How can killing a baby 4 weeks after birth be considered Womans Health? This is murder of the 
innocent! Stop trying to Kill our babies! 

WICKS should be fired from position immediately!! 

4/6/22 9:27 PM 

Dear Committee Members, 

I oppose this bill. 

A portion of this bill states the Health and Safety Code will be amended to: 

123469 (a) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article may bring a 
civil action against an offending state actor in a state superior court ... 

(d) (2) For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this subdivision, the criminal 
investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a 
person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, 
constitutes "threat, intimidation, or coercion" pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. 

Please stand against legalizing the murder of innocent babies. The language "pregnancy 
outcome" is a play on words. That means the live birth of a child. This legislation will 
allow a mother to kill their child without fear of criminal charges or prosecution. Not only 
do they have no fear of prosecution, they can sue the law enforcement personnel, law 
enforcement agencies, and District Attorney's offices for trying to investigate and/or 
prosecute the murder of their child . 
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AP1 - 148

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
Please protect the innocent children and oppose this bill . 

Thank You, 
Cindy Pontes 

John Zirkel 

LETTER: Position on Upcoming Bills.doc 

Adi Halo 

LETTER: AHHHOppose_BAD_BILLS_Sacramento_2022 Adi Halo.pdf 

ASEFEH SHIRAFKAN 

LETTER: BS.pdf 

Yvet Chambers 

LETTER: BAD_BILLS_Sacramento_2022_March.pdf 

Cindy Russo 

LETTER: upcoming bills.pdf 

Sarita Colberg 

4/6/22 5:46 PM 

4/6/22 5:07 PM 

4/6/22 5:07 PM 

4/6/22 5:03 PM 

4/6/22 4:47 PM 

4/6/22 10:43 AM 

As a woman I oppose this bill for failing to protect infants. It is disturbing and disgusting 
to say you are protecting women from unfair scrutiny or prosecution due to miscarriage or still 
birth. We change criminals who commit homicide of a pregnant woman with two charges for killing 
her unborn child and no less consideration should be given to these babies for other causes of 
death; they too are protected under our Constitution with the right to life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness. It is necessary for the medical examiner to look into the cause of death 
for illegal abortions (including unlicensed doctors) and infanticide by homicide or neglect of 
a newborn. We already have laws in place to allow newborns to be left at safe locations 
(anonymously) such as hospitals and fire stations to then be adopted to loving homes. Adoption 
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AP1 - 149

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
of unwanted infants due to any reason from situation to financial has always been available. We 
also have Plan B available at drug stores without a prescription and abortion pills available 
through a doctor for the first trimester leaving surgical abortions as an archaic and truly 
unneeded procedure in modern society. Please stop the madness and continue to give oversight 
of viable fetal and infant death by stopping this bill. 

Kevin Wyman 4/6/22 10:28 AM 

This is murder 

Sara Torres 4/6 / 22 10:01 AM 

My name is Sara Torres I live in the Los Angeles area and I strongly oppose this bill . 

"" Eilene Cary 4/6/22 9:35 AM 

I very strongly oppose this bill. Do not let this bill pass. This is outright murder. 

Cindy Pang 4/5/22 9 : 55 PM 

Strongly Oppose AB 2223 - Provides Protections for Infanticide! 

MARY CHRISTIANSEN 4/5/22 3:10 PM 

I am a voting California resident. You are making it legal to kill a live human with this bill . 
Be careful. Soon you will try to make murder legal for anyone who you do not feel is a valid 
human. 

Deborah Angiano 4/5/22 2:39 PM 

I strongly oppose this bill 
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AP1 - 150

Deborah Woolley 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/5/22 2:39 PM 

I oppose this legislative bill 2223. If successfully passed, this bill would essentially 
legalize infanticide. According to the bill text, women and anyone who "aids and assists" a 
person in exercising abortion will be protected from civil or criminal charges related to the 
termination of their pregnancy, which includes perinatal death. The term "perinatal" is 
defined as the time period within a pregnancy between 22 weeks and 7 days post-birth. 

Dean Broyles, Attorney and President of the National Center for Law and Policy, exposes the 
shocking truth behind this bill, stating, "Depending on how the term 'perinatal' is interpreted 
by the courts, this bill legalizes the infanticide of children several weeks after their birth 
and possibly as late as their first birthday." In other words, if a parent is tired of the 
screaming, crying, and lack of sleep caused by their newborn, they can simply kill their child 
and face no legal repercussions. 

As a California citizen, I implore all of you on both the Health and Judiciary Committees to 
OPPOSE A.B. 2223 and speak out against unequivocal evil. 

I am appalled and disgusted to my core that a discussion of murdering a viable living creation 
of God is even being considered by our legislature. 

Philipp Lamboy 4/5/22 12:16 PM 

I oppose AB 2223 which could decriminalize infanticide by the mother or any accomplice. Babies, 
both born and unborn, are valuable gifts of God. Every child should be protected by our laws, 
not abandoned to die because their mother doesn't want them. 

The majority of Californians are firmly against late-term abortion and infanticide. I'm 
horrified and appalled AB 2223 is even under consideration . 

Charles Chen 4/5/22 11:59 AM 

Dear Committee Officers, 
The A. B. 2223 bill will legalize the murdering to take of the innocent life after born. I 
strongly oppose this bill and urge you to vote NO on A. B. 2223 bill. Thank you. 

Sarah Ament 4/5/22 11:59 AM 

Just not ok 
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AP1 - 151

Christoph Cavigioli 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/5/22 11:54 AM 

What is next? Killing your children is OK if they don't do well in kindergarten? STOP THIS! 
You will not get away with this. I don't wish upon anyone that they should spend eternity 
24/7/365/forever being tortured by demons. Why not be nice and be human and love life and help 
people to prosper and fulfill their calling upon earth ... and then spend eternity in Heaven 
with other wonderful people? For the love of God, don't allow yourself to support this demonic 
I Satanic bill. As you very well know, the Lord is taking notes in Heaven and knows who is 
naughty or nice. Be nice! PLEASE - in the name of Jesus! REPENT of even considering this 
bill before it's too late for you. This is what "loving your neighbor" means. I have never 
met you, but with all my love I pray that you don't end up in Hell, but instead end up in 
Heaven - so please do the RIGHT thing now while you still can! God bless, -chris 

Brynn Ludel 4/5/22 11:12 AM 

Killing babies is not something that should be legal, passing this bill legalizes murder and is 
not right at all. 

Those babies have the right to live just like everyone else. Please do not pass this bill! 

Nayeli Hoagland 4/5/22 10:57 AM 

I strongly OPPOSE AB 2223 

This bill permits 'perinatal' deaths without any law enforcement investigation. 'Perinatal' 
means babies already born, up to four weeks old. This means legalizing infanticide with no 
questions asked. This allows for murder to go unchecked and has nothing to do with Reproductive 
health. This bill goes against the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights that grant everyone the 
RIGHT to LIFE. This is a GOD given right that no one has the right to take in the name of 
"Choice" or "Reproductive Health". 

Please OPPOSE AB 2223 

Carla Endow 4/5/22 9:54 AM 

I can't even fathom how an act of murder would be made legal with this bill. What kind of 
monster thinks of this? The children are our future. There are so many parents who cannot have 
children and would like to adopt. Why take this wonderful option away from them? I don't even 
know what kind of woman would decide to give birth only to murder their baby afterwards. 

Please VOTE NO. 

Thank you. 
Carla E. 
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AP1 - 152

Rodney Seeress 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/5/22 8:58 AM 

California lawmakers have crossed a red line by seeking to legitimize the killing of hours-old 
and even week-old infants. This is not about expanding abortion rights; this is a degree of 
evil that The overwhelming majority of Americans, regardless of how they identify politically, 
cannot stomach. I urge y ou to kill this bill immediately. 

Joan Connell 4/5/22 8:32AM 

Said best here : 
Oppose Wicks and her disregard for life 
"AB 2223 is not only a pro-abortion bill - it removes all civil and criminal penalties for 
killing babies born alive under any circumstances," said Life Legal Defense Foundation Chief 
Executive Officer Alexandra Snyder. "The bill expressly authorizes any person to facilitate 
late-term abortions and infanticide without legal repercussions. Life Legal condemns the use of 
euphemisms like 'personal reproductive decisions' and 'reproductive justice' to justify and 
encourage the killing of babies in and outside the womb." 

Michael McCabe 4/5 / 22 8:04 AM 

Please OPPOSE this harmful bill! Its passage and implementation could lead to infanticide of 
helpless born-alive infants. There is no moral justification for such legislation which would 
endanger helpless born-alive infants who survive attempted abortions. 

Please REJECT this bill!! 

Michael J. McCabe 
Chula Vista, CA 

Joanne Demmer 4/5/22 7:59AM 

This bill is enfantcide. It must not pass. Those supporting it will be voted out of office 
asap. 

Teah Porter 4/5/22 7:27AM 

I oppose! Babies are a gift and should be treated and cared for in a way that shows that. 
From the first heartbeat to the day they are delivered they deserve care. From the day they 
come out of the womb until they grow old they deserve care. This bill is evil. I oppose. 
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AP1 - 153

s-dk Cynthia Houchin 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

414122 11:14 PM 

I 100% oppose AB 2223. I oppose legalizing any and all aspects of abortion. 

Tiffany Desgroseilliers 4 I 4 I 2 2 11 : 11 PM 

I am writing to strongly oppose this bill which uses dangerous wording in the name of 
"reproductive health" . We must protect the most vulnerable Californians. Vote no to end this 
bill today! ! ! 

J1 Sylvia Olguin 4 I 4 I 2 2 11 : 0 4 PM 

Please Oppose AB2223 

r.-
Ray Shah 414122 10:28 PM 

I oppose this bill. 

Kimberly Shepherd 414122 10:02 PM 

This is Murder!!! I strongly oppose this bill!!! 

J Masters 414122 9:50 PM 

I noticed in this bill the limitations of coroners in performing examinations for fetal deaths. 

Perhaps closer examination of the court-ordered release of a Pfizer document 
(https:llphmpt.orglwp-contentluploadsi2022I04Ireissue_5.3.6-postmarketing-experience.pdf, see 
table 6) regarding deaths of the fetus following a vaccination should be conducted, because one 
would certainly want to know if the vaccines are causing the termination of pregnancies. 

They attempted to obscure the results through creative study "accounting", but there were a 
number of terminated pregnancies following vaccinations. 

Cute trick with the "perinatal" definition to include the immunity from prosecution for the 
termination of a baby's life AFTER a baby is born. So you're advocating for the legalization 
of post-delivery "baby killing" for up to 7 days? 
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AP1 - 154

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

Let that be something to consider when you throw your approval behind this bill. 

£ Philip Faber 4/4/22 9:45 PM 

OPPOSE. 

I strongly oppose this disgusting bill. It is very shameful that CA legislators are hiding the 
murdering of babies under "Reproductive Health." Babies, both born and unborn, are valuable 
gifts of God. Every child should be protected by our laws, not abandoned to die because their 
mother is unwilling to care for them. Mothers should be provided mental and emotional support 
to help to care for their baby or provide the option to place their child for adoptions. 
Killing innocent babies is horrific and I am appalled "The Infanticide" bill is being 
considered. 

) 

Melissa Faber 4/4/22 9:39 PM 

OPPOSE . 

I strongly oppose this disgusting bill of infanticide. Babies, both born and unborn, are 
valuable gifts of God. Every child should be protected by our laws, not abandoned to die 
because their mother is unwilling to care for them. Mothers should be provided mental and 
emotional support to help to care for their baby or provide the option to place their child for 
adoptions. Killing innocent babies is horrific and I am appalled such a bill is being 
considered. 

Sarah Salazar 4/4/22 9:15 PM 

Oppose 

Dawn Hardesty 4/4/22 8:50 PM 

Please OPPOSE AB 2223 
A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 
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AP1 - 155

Jolene Denham 

Dear Judiciary Committee, 
Dear 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/4/22 8:09 PM 

I am writing in opposition to AB 2223 which effectively decriminalize killing babies born alive 
conceivably through the first two months of life. I ask you, at what point does life begin? 
This bill suggests that it must not begin until up to two months after birth. How absurd. 
Please vote no on AB 2223. 

Thank you, 
Jolene 

Celina Garcia 

This is Beyond Evil!!! I implore you that you Oppose AB2223 

Grace Koss 

4/4/22 7:57 PM 

4/4/22 5:53 PM 

The bill needs to be pulled as drafted . The vagueness of the language would encourage killing 
of newborns. This result may not be intended but if enacted, law enforcement's and responsible 
governmental units' hands are tied to handle infant deaths . The author must pull this bill. 

Laura Watson 4/4/22 5:51 PM 

Please oppose this bill! 

Andrew Warren 4/4/22 5:31 PM 

I oppose AB 2223 which would legalize perinatal termination. Terminating a baby after it is 
born. That is morally wrong and is most definitely murder. Even aborting a baby while it is in 
the womb that is growing should not be legal. A mother should decide to have an abortion right 
away as soon as she knows she is pregnant while the baby is just the size of a bean or less if 
she is going to have that sort of thing done. 

0] Angie Low 4/4/22 4:41PM 

Our family is strongly opposed to this bill . This will open the door to providing protections 
for infanticide which is unthinkable. 
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AP1 - 156

Hope Howe 11 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
AB-2223 

4/4/22 3:44 PM 

This bill is unprecedented, and goes beyond any other bill ever, to COMPLETELY undermine the 
value of life, born or unborn, and LEGALIZE MURDER. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible 
heinous crime that has no place in California legislation. I URGE YOU TO VOTE NO, and OPPOSE 
A.B 2223. 

Jessica Arquette 4/4/22 3:38 PM 

LETTER: AB 2223 Opposition Letter.pdf 

Jennifer Radar 4/4/22 3:36 PM 

As a CA resident and parent, I highly OPPOSE AB 2223. The right to life should be protected, 
both in and especially outside the womb. Please vote to OPPOSE this egregious bill. 

Tennille Greenfield 4/4/22 3:31 PM 

California has crossed a red line by seeking to legitimize the killing of hours-old and even 
week-old infants. This is not about expanding abortion rights; this is a . degree of evil that 
the overwhelming majority of Americans, regardless of how they identify politically, cannot 
stomach. Depending on how the term "perinatal" is interpreted by the courts, this bill 
legalizes the infanticide of children several weeks after their birth and possibly as late as 
their first birthday. I 

Please oppose this bill. 

connie ricca 4/4/22 2:52 PM 

This is a most horrific bill!! To legislate that it is demonic practice is acceptable, to kill 
full term infants, is abominable! This is a curse on all humanity!!! Aren't you glad your 
mother didn't kill you at birth???? LET THIS MURDEROUS BILL DIE IN THE LEGISTLATURE, NOT LET 
INFANTS DIE IN THE CLINIC!!!!!!!!! 

Kari KC 4/4/22 2:51 PM 

This bill's ambiguity is very dangerous. The definition of "perinatal death" varies immensely, 
and can include the death of a baby from 22 weeks gestation to 7 days post-birth or more . 

AB 2223 prevents mothers from being held accountable for their pregnancies and may excuse any 
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ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
person who "aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising" these "rights" (to kill their 
child post-birth) . 
Essentially, this bill legalizes the infanticide of children after birth and even as late as 
their first birthday . Outrageous! 

If committee members value the future of our state, it's citizens, or at the very least, their 
positions within our legislature, you will all vote NO on this horrendous bill, AB 2223! 

Gloria Eller 4/4/22 2:20 PM 

I am appalled that this bill has even been written and is being considered by our great state. 
The right to life should be protected, both in and outside the womb. Murdering a baby and 
removing all civil or criminal liability or penalty due to their miscarriage, stillbirth or 
abortion, or perinatal death is abhorrent. 

It's clear the woman who wrote this bill is striving for the ability for California citizens to 
legally kill babies post delivery (Merriam-Webster defines "perinatal death" as "occurring in, 
concerned with, or being in the period around the time of birth." A 2005 article in the Journal 
of Epidemiology and Community Health defined perinatal as the "time period starting at 22 
completed weeks (154 days) gestation and lasting through seven days after birth."). 

Babies are the most innocent people among us and this bill legalizes infanticide. 

I am sharing far and wide with everyone I speak with about this bill and I know the people you 
represent in California are not sick enough to want this type of astonishing bill. 

Opose AB 2223 

Sincerely, 
Gloria Eller 

Melanie Seiler 4/4/22 12:52 PM 

I strongly oppose AB 2223. This bill legalizes murder. There is no grey area in the matter of 
abortion. Destroying life is murder, and science has proven that life begins at conception. 
The 14th Amendment to the United States Constitution states that no person should be deprived 
of life without due ·process of law. Also, the Declaration of Independence, the foundation of 
our very nation, states that all people are endowed upon creation with the "unalienable rights" 
to "life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." Abortion violates both this and the 14th 
Amendment. 
In the case of birth which threatens the life of the mother, every effort should be made to 
save both lives. However, basic maternal instincts always place higher importance on the life 
of the baby. Any woman who chooses to intentionally destroy the life of her baby, whether to 
save her own life or to avoid the "inconvenience" of motherhood, is morally misguided and 
perhaps mentally ill. Those who support this are complicit in murder and are contributing to 
the breakdown of morals and thereby the strength of our society. 

This bill permits mothers to kill their own babies, including at the perinatal stage, which by 
any definition always includes a period of time after birth . This means that there will be no 
criminal penalty for mothers to murder their children for any reason, including something as 
trivial as too much "inconvenient behavior," such as crying, within the perinatal period. A 
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AP1 - 158

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
line must be drawn well before our society gets to such a point of blatant immorality. 

It should also be noted that the recommendations for more "gender inclusive" language in this 
bill are unscientific, unnecessary, and ultimately destructive to families, which are the 
building blocks of our society. The statement referring to "systemic racial inequities" is 
also irrelevant and promotes reverse racism. 

I urge you to vote no on AB 2223. It legalizes murder and deconstructs the very fabric of our 
society by ripping apart basic human morals . 

Melanie Seiler 4/4/22 12:52 PM 

I strongly oppose AB 2223. This bill legalizes murder. There is no grey area in the matter of 
abortion . Destroying life is murder, and science has proven that life begins at conception. 
The 14th Amendment to the United States Constitution states that no person should be deprived 
of life without due process of law. Also, the Declaration of Independence, the foundation of 
our very nation, states that all people are endowed upon creation with the "unalienable rights" 
to "life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." Abortion violates both this and the 14th 
Amendment. 
In the case of birth which threatens the life of the mother, every effort should be made to 
save both lives. However, basic maternal instincts always place higher importance on the life 
of the baby . Any woman who chooses to intentionally destroy the life of her baby, whether to 
save her own life or to avoid the "inconvenience" of motherhood, is morally misguided and 
perhaps mentally ill. Those who support this are complicit in murder and are contributing to 
the breakdown of morals and thereby the strength of our society. 

This bill permits mothers to kill their own babies, including at the perinatal stage, which by 
any definition always includes a period of time after birth. This means that there will be no 
criminal penalty for mothers to murder their children for any reason, including something as 
trivial as too much "inconvenient behavior," such as crying, within the perinatal period . A 
line must be drawn well before our society gets to such a point of blatant immorality. 

It should also be noted that the recommendations for more "gender inclusive" language in this 
bill are unscientific, unnecessary, and ultimately destructive to families, which are the 
building blocks of our society. The statement referring to "systemic racial inequities" is 
also irrelevant and promotes reverse racism . 

I urge you to vote no on AB 2223. It legalizes murder and deconstructs the very fabric of our 
society by ripping apart basic human morals. 

Evelyn Zhan 4/4/22 12:47 PM 

Strongly oppose 

Heidi Olander 4/4/22 12 : 31 PM 

To assembly members on the Judiciary Committee, 

I am appalled that this bill has even been written and is being considered by our great state. 
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ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
The right to life should be protected, both in and outside the womb. Murdering a baby and 
removing all civil or criminal liability or penalty due to their miscarriage, stillbirth or 
abortion, or perinatal death is abhorrent. 
This bill reads as striving for the ability for California citizens to legally kill babies post 
delivery (Merriam-Webster defines "perinatal death" as "occurring in, concerned with, or being 
in the period around the time of birth." A 2005 article in the Journal of Epidemiology and 
Community Health defined perinatal as the "time period starting at 22 completed weeks (154 
days) gestation and lasting through seven days after birth."). 
Babies are the most innocent people among us and this bill legalizes infanticide. 
I am sharing far and wide with everyone I speak with about this bill and I know the people you 
represent in California are not sick enough to want this type of astonishing bill. 

Oppose AB 2223. 

Sincerely, 
Heidi Olander 

Megan Zappa 

Oppose 

4/4/22 12:06 PM 

Why does Wicks author such questionable bills? Is she a satanist? Please advise . 

Dweezil Zappa 4/4/22 11:58 AM 

OPPOSE 

agnes kocsis 4/4/22 11 : 56 AM 

OPPOSE. ABSOLUTELY NO 

steve Miller 4/4/22 11:45 AM 

oppose 

Laura Moore 4/4/22 11:19 AM 

I strongly oppose this bill. This is murder of an unprotected baby . 
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Natalie Daukas 

ABSOLUTELY NO ON THIS BILL!! 

Melanie Fagundes 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
AB-2223 

4/4/22 10:57 AM 

4/4/22 10:21 AM 

No investigation into perinatal death?? These babies hav e rights also. This sounds like murder 
without consequences 

jay biranbaum 

This is MAJOR govt outreach!! This is disgusting!!!! 
these horrific bills 

4/4/22 10:16 AM 

What is going on in california with all 

This allows born babies to be killed!!! Why is the word woman being stricken out of this 
bill .. What is happening???? 
Not only do I oppose, I will leave the state of california if these insane bills pass 

Catherine Rojas 4/4/22 9:37 AM 

This bill is absolutely disgusting. As a woman that believes in a right to choose I don't 
believe in the murdering of children which this bill clearly advocates. Advocating and allowing 
woman to invoke perinatal death weeks after birth is murder . This goes beyond pro abortion 
bills. This bill undermines that value of life and legalizes murder. Killing born babies is an 
incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in ANY legislation. I strongly oppose this 
bill as a Californian, woman, and American. 
sincerely, 
Catherine Rojas 

Courtney Peters 4/4/22 8:52AM 

My name is Courtney Peters and I am writing in opposition of AB 2223. Anyone who supports this 
bill is saying that they are condoning MURDER. Stop letting evil take over California and vote 
NO on AB 2223 

Christian Lopez 4/4/22 8:05AM 

Good morning, I strongly oppose AB2223 and very strongly suggest this committee vote no and not 
advance this bill. 
This bill is pretty much legalizing the murder of innocent children . It is pure evil and shows 
you worship satin. May GOD have mercy on your souls . 
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AP1 - 161

Dawn Suiter 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/3/22 11:46 PM 

I believe life begins at conception and allowing a pregnant woman to take the life of her own 
child in utero should be illegal and punishable. Allowing her to try, fail and then later kill 
that child (which is how I read the passage below) is murder and should be dealt with as a 
criminal act. 

EC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to read: 
123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if performed by someone other than .the 
pregnant person and ... 

"perinatal" is ambiguous and could mean up to one year after birth. Decriminalizing a mother's 
killing a child up to a year after birth is horrific and must be opposed. 
That is this section could be interpreted: 
SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to read: 
123467. (a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on the1r actions or 
omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, 
including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death. 

People don't get pregnant - women do. 

Stacey Wilder 4/3/22 11:17 PM 

Dear Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee, 

I am writing today to oppose AB 2223-Reproductive Health and ask that you vote no on this bill. 

The author of this bill has not done a thorough job in drafting this bill. Amendments are 
already being made to clarify overly broad terms and undefined terms. However, these 
amendments still don't add any definitive clarification. For example, in trying to clarify the 
perinatal term, the amendment now reads "· .. or perinatal death due to a pregnancy-related 
cause." What is a pregnancy-related cause? Can abortion be construed as a pregnancy-related 
cause; the abortion occurred as a result of the pregnancy. 

As the bill analysis points out, it "is not a crime to have an abortion, miscarriage, or 
experience pregnancy loss." This bill is not needed and leaves the impression the introduction 
of it was rushed, therefore, it needs to be withdrawn by the author. If the author will not 
withdraw this bill, then please vote no on it. 

Sincerely, 
Stacey Wilder 

Raluca Ploog 4/3/22 10:08 PM 

Are we really going to legalize murder? This bill needs to be opposed as it attempts to 
legalize infanticide. Allowing babies to be killed after they are born is murder. 

Please oppose. This is a no brainer. 
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Ellen Pastusak 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

4/3/22 10:06 PM 

Please vote a hearty NO on bill AB2223. Murdering precious babies is not okay. 

J Masters 4/3/22 9:44 PM 

Imagine your life being snuffed out by a parent who thought you were inconvenient, or worse, 
succumbed to organizations that harvest infant organs. 

Please oppose AB2223! 

Dawn Hardesty 4/3/22 9:35 PM 

Oppose AB 2223 
A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A . B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Jeff cavano 4/3/22 9:14 PM 

Manslaughter or murder of mid or late-term unborn human beings is unlawful . Manslaughter or 
murder of newborn human beings is unlawful. 

Jennifer Kennedy 4/3/22 9:21 AM 

OPPOSE. There is no word strong enough to condemn this evil bill. The plain language of AB2223 
decriminalizes the murder of a live infant. This is not "reproductive rights"; this is not 
"reproductive health." It permits people to kill infants while authorities look the other way-
-and permits recovery of attorneys' fees for the murderer if anyone dares challenge the act! 
It is astonishing that a female legislator and relatively new mother, of all people, has 
introduced a bill that will directly result in the deaths of the most innocent among us, and 
those least able to defend themselves. What a horrific, nightmarish world Buffy Wicks is 
trying to create. Any legislator who votes for this bill to proceed should realize he or she 
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ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
AB-2223 

is de facto killing his or her career in public service. The question must be asked of every 
legislator: What would your tiny newborn constituents think of this bill? 
Jennifer Kennedy, Esq . 
Pasadena 

Timothy Dena 4 /2/22 8:50 PM 

AB23332 Criminal Abortion : 

I am appalled at this bill. I am appalled in light of AB1993 . As the author of both you are 
an absolute contradiction. In one bill you are adamant that every working person lose bodily 
autonomy (AB1993,) in the other you insist a women have absolute bodily autonomy to the point 
of not being investigated and held criminally or civilly liable for obtaining a "criminal 
abortion" as long as it is administered by herself. You acknowledge that there is such a thing 
as a criminal abortion and yet you elimi nate the language that allows for that crime to be 
brought to justice. This is simply a method to allow abortions to be obtained until natural 
birth, which is, acknowledged in our laws, a crime. Please, do as you did with AB1993 and pull 
this bill, because it gets worse; 

By using the term Perinatal death, you are extending the legality of abortions' after 24 weeks 
up to 28 days after birth, as per the definition of Perinatal death, which encompasses Neonatal 
death. Again, you acknowledge that this is illegal and yet you want to establish in law that 
these kinds of criminal acts can not be investigated or brought to justice. Stop the attack on 
life! Pull this bill ! 

Timothy Dena 
(909)490-2397 

Tarah Jones 4/2/22 6:01 PM 

What the world is this? Infanticide?? This is an evil bill! I am opposed to the killing of 
babies, anyone for this should be ashamed. 

Marnie Volpe 4/1/22 2:13 PM 

Killing of babies is murder and is illegal. No law can permit the murder of babies. Simple as 
that . 

Taneil Gutierrez 3/31/22 8:12 PM 

Please oppose AB2223! We need to protect the lives of the unborn. This bill is unconstitutional 
and an atrocity . 
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David Donner 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
AB-2223 

3/31/22 4:13 PM 

I oppose AB2223 and request this bill be opposed and removed. I value a women's choice to have 
an abortion. I also believe we should not be encouraging, promoting and making it too easy to 
have one. What is most disturbing about this current bill is that it would allow the killing 
of a baby after they are born. To me, this is murder of a baby and is illegal and should never 
be made legal. There should be no loopholes for murder. If an abortion is going to happen, I 
would expect that determination could be made much earlier in the process, not post pregnancy. 
It is deeply concerning that rather than looking at better ways to prevent the need for 
abortions and encourage greater responsibility where possible, we are loosening the laws to 
allow behaviors that are illegal and inhumane, including murder of precious and innocent 
children. This is heartless and cold. It is incomprehensible that our law makers would be 
proposing and considering legalizing such heinous acts. It must be opposed. 

Mary Barnes 3/31/22 2:54 PM 

STRONGLY OPPOSE 
Infanticide is genocide and crimes against humanity . 

9_, Donna Pelletier 3/30/22 6:17 PM 

I want it noted that I am in FIERCE OPPOSITION to AB2223 which would permit the killing of 
newborns days or even weeks after birth. 

Barbara Wallace 3/30/22 10:52 AM 

This bill removes important safeguards protecting premature infants from homicide, under the 
guise of protecting "reproductive health." It purports to protect women who practice "self 
managed abortions" after 20 weeks of pregnancy, but self-performed abortions that late in 
pregnancy do not further the goal of reproductive health. Medically necessary late-term 
abortions, performed by professional medical providers, are already allowed under California 
law. Furthermore, the wording of AB2223 insults women by repeatedly using the term "pregnant 
person" and replacing the word "woman" with "person" or "individual." Any law dealing with the 
uniquely female phenomenon of pregnancy should acknowledge biological reality and not attempt 
to erase our female bodies . 

Elizabeth Jouvenat 3/30/22 4:49AM 

OPPOSE 
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Sarah (Jung) Kim 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

LETTER: I. OPPOSE AB2223 infinticide as individual.pdf 

Fernando Valladares 

Dear Judiciary Committee, 

3/29/22 11:01 PM 

3/29/22 10:20 PM 

I plea to you to stand for human life and vote "No" on AB 2223. This unprecedented bill will 
make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California and has no place in 
California legislation. We should stand up for human life and instead of promote abortion we 
should help those who are struggling with their pregnancy and raising a baby with needed 
resources via assistance and charity. Please consider the negative consequences this will have 
on the heart of the state and value on human life. 

Please vote "No" on AB 2223. 

(I already submitted this to Judiciary Committee, but with Health Committee in header) 

Thank you. 

Fernando Valladares 

Dear Health Committee, 

3/29/22 10:18 PM 

I plea to you to stand for human life and vote "No" on AB 2223 . This unprecedented bill will 
make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California and has no place in 
California legislation. We should stand up for human life and instead of promote abortion we 
should help those who are struggling with their pregnancy and raising a baby with needed 
resources via assistance and charity. Please consider the negative consequences this will have 
on the heart of the state and value on human life . 

Please vote "No" on AB 2223 . 

Dawn Hardesty 3/29/22 8:26 PM 

Please OPPOSE AB 2223 
This bill is ridiculous! It states "reproductive health" but in reality it allows legalizing 
infanticide! ! ! 

OPPOSE AB 2223! 
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Arleen Scott 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

3/29/22 11:38 AM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder . Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223 . 

Damon Montanez 3/29/22 7:44AM 

To to the Committee on Judiciary: 
Mark Stone (Chair), Jordan Cunningham (Vice Chair), Laurie Davies, Chris R. Holden, Ash Kalra, 
Kevin Kiley, Brian Maienschein, Eloise Gomez Reyes, Robert Rivas 
and to all Assembly Members and Senators, 
I am a California citizen and have lived in Ventura County my entire life. 
I am opposed to AB-2223. Please do not support this bill. It is worded in a way that sounds 
more political than scientific. It is political to assume there are "systemic racial 
inequities". It is political to remove gender nouns of "Woman" in favor of "Pregnant Person". 
Those word changes and others in this bill, are not necessary and are not scientific. They are 
politically motivated and should not be adopted into any legislation. 
This bill overall attempts to remove or change existing laws regarding abortion and regarding 
any investigations of child deaths that may be considered illegal or where foul play is 
suspected. It seeks to provide protections that should already exist, where foul play does not 
exist. This bill is not needed. 
Please do not support this bill. 
Thanks for your time and considerations. 
Damon Montanez 

Deja Rangel 3/28/22 11:31 PM 

A. B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 
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Deja Rangel 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
AB-2223 

3128122 11:30 PM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

J1 Deja Rangel 3128122 11:29 PM 

A. B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual , 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B . 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation . 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Deja Rangel 3 I 2 8 I 2 2 11 : 17 PM 

Oppose AB2223 

Molly Garibaldi 3128122 9:18 PM 

I oppose this bill that legalizes the murder of infants - born and unborn! I am ashamed to call 
myself a resident of a state that would even consider such a crime be considered "legal"! This 
unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal liability or 
penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or 
alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death." 
"Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. A. B. 2223 goes far beyond any 
other pro-abortion to completely undermine the value of life and legalize murder. Killing born 
babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A. B . 2223. 
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AP1 - 168

Jeanette Haas 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 

3/28/22 5:05 PM 

It is beyond unconscionable that the State would even consider a bill that allows for children 
to be murdered after they are born and call that OK, in any way. I oppose AB 2223 that uses 
"reproductive justice" to sanction infanticide, and allows this murder with no accountability 
for those who commit this murder. 

Please take this bill out of committee and do not move it forward. 

Jeanette Haas 
95684 

Tina Broughton 3/28/22 4:54 PM 

A. B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth . 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge you to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Charles Chen 3/28/22 3:39PM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth . 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge Committee to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Charles Chen 3/28/22 3:26 PM 

A.B. 2223 will make infanticide (the killing of born babies) legal in California. 

This unprecedented bill states that a person will not be "subject to civil or criminal 
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AP1 - 169

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

AB-2223 
liability or penalty" based on their actions "with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, stillbirth, or abortion, or 
perinatal death." "Perinatal" can be defined as a number of weeks after birth. 

A.B. 2223 goes beyond any other pro-abortion bill to completely undermine the value of life and 
legalize murder. Killing born babies is an incomprehensible heinous crime that has no place in 
California legislation. 

I urge lawmakers to stand for human life and vote "No" on A.B. 2223. 

Elizabeth Hernandez 3/26/22 5:42 PM 

The defenition of Perinatal: "Of, relating to, or being the period around childbirth, 
especially the five months before and one month after birth." 

Sec. 7 section 123467 legalizes infanticide. This is a get out of jail free card for any parent 
or doctor that murders a child AFTER it is born. 

This is not about health. It's about something much more heinous and evil. This bill is 
absolutely disgusting and is a travesty to society of it passed. 

Not only will this have a moral impact on California, it will have a monetary impact. If this 
bill is passed, vast amounts of citizens will be leaving this state and with it will go future 
revenue to find your positions. 
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REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES 
Committee on Judiciary 

[t8] Date ofHearing: April 5, 2022 (_fr) 

Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Judiciary reports: 

AB 2223 (7-2) 

(fl) With the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended, and be re-referred to the Committee 
on Health. 

/jw-1! 5¥--------·-
_________________ , Chair (_fr) 

STONE 

Above bill ordered to second reading. 
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25951 

rape; 

04/05/22 10:18AM 
RN 22 11651 PAGE 1 

Substantive 
AMENDMENTS TO ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 2223 
AS AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 17, 2022 

Amendment 1 
On page 4, in lines 39 and 40, strike out "rape or crime against nature;" and 
insert: 

Amendment2 
On page 7, in line 7, strike out "rights," and insert: 

rights under this article, 

Amendment 3 
On page 7, in line 10, strike out "death." and insert: 

death due to a pregnancy-related cause. 

Amendment4 
On page 7, in line 36, strike out "federal district court or" 

Amendment 5 
On page 7, in line 3 7, strike out "A state claim brought in federal district court 
shall be a", strike out line 38 and insert: 

(b) Whoever denies a right protected by this article, or aids, incites, or conspires 
in that denial, is liable for each and every offense for the actual damages suffered by 
any person denied that right and, in addition, all of the following: 

( 1) An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting without a jury, for 
exemplary damages. 

(2) A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), to be awarded to 
the person denied the right protected by this article. 

(3) Preventive relief, including permanent or temporary injunction, restraining 
order, or other order against the person or persons responsible for the conduct, as the 
complainant deems necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in 
this article. 
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25951 

Amendment 6 
On page 7, in line 3 9, strike out "(b)" and insert: 

(4) 

Amendment 7 
On page 8, below line 4, insert: 

04/05/22 10:18AM 
RN 22 11651 PAGE 2 

Substantive 

(c) An action under subdivision (b) shall be commenced within three years of 
the alleged practice violation of this article. 

(d) (1) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation of this article 
may also bring a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the Civil Code. Notwithstanding 
Section 821.6 of the Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the 
Civil Code may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any judicial or administrative 
proceeding in violation of this article. 

(2) For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this subdivision, the criminal 
investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, 
of a person with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
outcome, constitutes "threat, intimidation, or coercion" pursuant to Section 52.1 of the 
Civil Code. 

(e) Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825 .6 of the Government Code, providing 
for indemnification of an employee or former employee of a public entity, apply to 
any cause of action brought under this section against an employee or former employee 
of a public entity. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 2223 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 17,2022 

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE-2021-22 REGULAR SESSION 

ASSEMBLY BILL No. 2223 

Introduced by Assembly Member Wicks 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Mullin) 

February 15, 2022 

An act to amend Section 27491 of the Government Code, and to 
amend Sections 103005, 123462, 123466, and 123468 of, to add 
Sections 123467 and 123469 to, and to repeal Section 103000 of, the 
Health and Safety Code, relating to reproductive health. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

AB 2223, as amended, Wicks. Reproductive health. 
( 1) Existing law requires a county coroner to hold inquests to inquire 

into and determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of violent, 
sudden, or unusual deaths, including deaths related to or following 
known or suspected self-induced or criminal abortion. Existing law 
requires a coroner to register a fetal death after 20 weeks of gestation, 
unless it is the result of a legal abortion. If a physician was not in 
attendance at the delivery of the fetus, existing law requires the fetal 
death to be handled as a death without medical attendance. Existing 
law requires the coroner to state on the certificate of fetal death the time 
of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, and the conditions, 
if any, that gave rise to these causes. 

This bill would delete the requirement that a coroner hold inquests 
for deaths related to or following known or suspected self-induced or 
criminal abortion, and would delete the requirement that an unattended 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
AB 2223 -2-

fetal death be handled as a death without medical attendance. The bill 
would prohibit using the coroner's statements on the certificate of fetal 
death to establish, bring, or support a criminal prosecution or civil cause 
of damages against any person. 

(2) Existing law, the Reproductive Privacy Act, provides that every 
individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect to their 
personal reproductive decisions. Existing law prohibits the state from 
interfering with a pregnant person's right to choose or obtain an abortion 
before the fetus is viable or when it is necessary to protect the life and 
health of the pregnant person. Under existing law, an abortion is 
unauthorized if either the person perfonning the abortion is not a health 
care provider that is authorized to perfonn an abortion or the fetus is 
viable. 

Existing law, the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act, authorizes an individual 
whose exercise or enjoyment of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, or of rights secured by the Constitution or 
laws of this state, has been interfered with, or attempted to be interfered 
with, to institute or prosecute in their own name and on their own behalf 
an action for damages, as prescribed. 

This bill would prohibit a person from being subject to civil or 
criminal liability, or otherwise deprived of their rights, based on their 
actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, 
or alleged pregnancy outcome or based solely on their actions to aid or 
assist a pregnant person who is exercising their reproductive rights. The 
bill would clarify that an abortion is unauthorized if performed by a 
person other than the pregnant person and either the person performing 
the abortion is not a health care provider that is authorized to perform 
an abortion or the fetus is viable. The bill would authorize a party 
aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a 
civil action against an offending state actor, as specified, and would 
require a court, upon a motion, to award reasonable attorneys' fees and 
costs to a prevailing plaintiff. The bill would also authorize a person 
aggrieved by a violation of the Reproductive Privacy Act to bring a 
civil action pursuant to the Tom Bane Civil Rights Act. The bill would 
provide for the indemnification of employees or former employees of 
public agencies who were acting within the scope of their employment. 

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes. 
State-mandated local program: no. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
-3- AB 2223 

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

tge 2 1 SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the 
2 following: 
3 (a) Reproductive justice is a framework created by Black women 
4 in 1994 to address the intersectional and multifactored issues that 
5 women of color and their families face in society. 

tge 3 1 (b) Reproductive justice is the human right to control our bodies, 
2 sexuality, gender, work, and reproduction. That right can only be 
3 achieved when all people, particularly women and girls, have the 
4 complete economic, social, and political power and resources to 
5 make healthy decisions about their bodies, families, and 
6 communities in all areas of their lives. At the core of reproductive 
7 justice is the belief in the right to bodily autonomy, the right to 
8 have children, the right to not have children, and the right to parent 
9 the children we have with dignity and respect in safe and 

10 sustainable communities. 
11 (c) A critical part of realizing reproductive justice for people in 
12 California is clarifying that there shall be no civil and criminal 
13 penalties for people's actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
14 outcomes. 
15 (d) Across the country, people have been criminally prosecuted 
16 for having miscarriages or stillbirths or for self-managing an 
17 abortion. California has not been exempt. Despite clear law that 
18 ending or losing a pregnancy is not a crime, police have 
19 investigated and prosecutors have charged people with homicide 
20 for pregnancy losses. 
21 (e) Also across the country, pregnant people are under threat of 
22 civil penalties for their actual, potential, or alleged pregnancy 
23 outcomes and civil penalties have been threatened against people 
24 who aid or assist pregnant people in exercising their rights. 
25 (f) Pregnancies can end in a range of outcomes. Nationwide, as 
26 many as one in five known pregnancies end in miscarriage. In 
27 California, as many as 2,365 pregnancies per year end in stillbirth, 
28 meaning perinatal loss after 20 weeks gestation. Many pregnancy 
29 losses have no known explanation. 
30 (g) People also need to end pregnancies by abortion, including 
31 self-managed abortion, which means ending one's own pregnancy 
32 outside of the medical system. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
AB 2223 -4-

tge 3 33 (h) Every Californian should have the right to feel secure that 
34 they can seek medical assistance during pregnancy without fear 
35 of civil or criminal liability. 
36 (i) The threat of criminal prosecution of pregnancy outcomes 
3 7 is partly traceable to out-of-date provisions that give coroners a 
38 duty to investigate certain abortions and pregnancy losses. Based 
39 on these provisions, health care providers and institutions report 

tge 4 1 people to law enforcement for pregnancy losses, leading to hannful 
2 investigations and even unlawful prosecutions. 
3 (j) Civil and criminal penalties imposed on pregnant people is 
4 a critical issue for Black, Indigenous, and other people of color, 
5 who experience adverse pregnancy outcomes as a result of systemic 
6 racial inequities and are more likely to be under scrutiny ofstate 
7 systems like child welfare or immigration. 
8 (k) The threat of criminal prosecutions or civil penalties on 
9 pregnant people through child welfare, immigration, housing, or 

10 other legal systems has a hannful effect on individual and public 
11 health. When a person fears state action being taken against them 
12 related to their pregnancy, they are less likely to seek medical care 
13 when they need it. If they do seek care, punishing them for actual, 
14 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcomes interferes with 
15 professional care and endangers the relationship between providers 
16 and patients. 
1 7 ( l) That is why major medical groups like the American Medical 
18 Association, the American College of Obstetricians and 
19 Gynecologists, and the American Public Health Association oppose 
20 civil and criminal penalties for actual, potential, or alleged 
21 pregnancy outcomes. 
22 SEC. 2. Section 27491 of the Government Code is amended 
23 to read: 
24 27491. It shall be the duty of the coroner to inquire into and 
25 determine the circumstances, manner, and cause of all violent, 
26 sudden, or unusual deaths; unattended deaths; deaths where the 
27 deceased has not been attended by either a physician or a registered 
28 nurse, who is a member of a hospice care interdisciplinary team, 
29 as defined by subdivision (g) of Section 1746 of the Health and 
30 Safety Code in the 20 days before death; known or suspected 
32 homicide, suicide, or accidental poisoning; deaths known or 
33 suspected as resulting in whole or in part from or related to accident 
34 or injury either old or recent; deaths due to drowning, fire, hanging, 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
-5- AB 2223 

tge 4 35 gunshot, stabbing, cutting, exposure, starvation, acute alcoholism, 
36 drug addiction, strangulation, aspiration, or where the suspected 
37 cause of death is sudden infant death syndrome; death in whole or 
38 in part occasioned by criminal means; deaths associated with a 
39 known or alleged rape or eritne against nature; rape; deaths in 
40 prison or while under sentence; deaths known or suspected as due 

tge 5 1 to contagious disease and constituting a public hazard; deaths from 
2 occupational diseases or occupational hazards; deaths of patients 
3 in state hospitals serving the mentally disordered and operated by 
4 the State Department of State Hospitals; deaths of patients in state 
5 hospitals serving the developmentally disabled and operated by 
6 the State Department of Developmental Services; deaths under 
7 circumstances that afford a reasonable ground to suspect that the 
8 death was caused by the criminal act of another; and any deaths 
9 reported by physicians or other persons having knowledge of death 

10 for inquiry by coroner. Inquiry pursuant to this section does not 
11 include those investigative functions usually perfonned by other 
12 law enforcement agencies. 
14 (a) If the coroner conducts an inquiry pursuant to this section, 
15 the coroner or a deputy shall personally sign the certificate of 
16 death. If the death occurred in a state hospital, the coroner shall 
17 forward a copy of the report to the state agency responsible for the 
18 state hospital. 
19 (b) The coroner shall have discretion to determine the extent of 
20 inquiry to be made into any death occurring under natural 
21 circumstances and falling within the provisions of this section, and 
22 if inquiry detennines that the physician of record has sufficient 
23 knowledge to reasonably state the cause of a death occurring under 
24 natural circumstances, the coroner may authorize that physician 
25 to sign the certificate of death. 
26 (c) For the purpose of inquiry, the coroner shall have the right 
27 to exhume the body of a deceased person when necessary to 
28 discharge the responsibilities set forth in this section. 
29 (d) A funeral director, physician, or other person who has charge 
30 of a deceased person's body, when death occurred as a result of 
31 any of the causes or circumstances described in this section, shall 
32 immediately notify the coroner. A person who does not notify the 
33 coroner as required by this section is guilty of a misdemeanor. 
35 SEC. 3. Section 103000 of the Health and Safety Code is 
36 repealed. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
AB 2223 -6-

tge 6 1 SEC. 4. Section 103005 of the Health and Safety Code is 
2 amended to read: 
3 103005. (a) The coroner shall, within three days after 
4 examination of the fetus, state on the certificate of fetal death the 
5 time of fetal death, the direct causes of the fetal death, the 
6 conditions, if any, that gave rise to these causes, and other medical 
7 and health section data as may be required on the certificate, and 
8 shall sign the certificate in attest to these facts . The coroner shall, 
9 within three days after examining the body, deliver the death 

10 certificate to the attending funeral director. 
11 (b) This section shall not be used to establish, bring, or support 
12 a criminal prosecution or civil cause of action seeking damages 
13 against any person, whether or not they were the person who was 
14 pregnant with the fetus. Through its courts and statutes and under 
15 its Constitution, California protects the right to reproductive 
16 privacy, and it is the intent of the Legislature to reaffirm these 
17 protections. 
18 SEC. 5. Section 123462 of the Health and Safety Code is 
19 amended to read: 
20 123462. The Legislature finds and declares that every 
21 individual possesses a fundamental right of privacy with respect 
22 to personal reproductive decisions, which entails the right to make 
23 and effectuate decisions about all matters relating to pregnancy, 
24 including prenatal care, childbirth, postpartum care, contraception, 
25 sterilization, abortion care, miscarriage management, and infertility 
26 care. Accordingly, it is the public policy ofthe State of California 
27 that: 
28 (a) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose or 
29 refuse birth control. 
30 (b) Every individual has the fundamental right to choose to 
31 bear a child or to choose to have and to obtain an abortion, except 
32 as specifically limited by this article. 
33 (c) The state shall not deny or interfere with an individual's 
34 fundamental right to choose to bear a child or to choose to have 
35 and to obtain an abortion, except as specifically permitted by this 
36 article. 
3 7 SEC. 6. Section 123466 of the Health and Safety Code is 
38 amended to read: 
39 123466. The state shall not deny or interfere with a pregnant 
40 person's right to choose or obtain an abortion prior to viability of 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
-7- AB 2223 

Lge 7 1 the fetus, or when the abortion is necessary to protect the life or 
2 health of the pregnant person. 
3 SEC. 7. Section 123467 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
4 to read: 
5 123467. (a) Notwithstanding any other law, a person shall not 
6 be subject to civil or criminal liability or penalty, or otherwise 
7 deprived of their rights, rights under this article, based on their 
8 actions or omissions with respect to their pregnancy or actual, 
9 potential, or alleged pregnancy outcome, including miscarriage, 

10 stillbirth, or abortion, or perinatal death. death due to a 
+ pregnancy-related cause. 

11 (b) A person who aids or assists a pregnant person in exercising 
12 their rights under this article shall not be subject to civil or criminal 
13 liability or penalty, or otherwise be deprived of their rights, based 
14 solely on their actions to aid or assist a pregnant person in 
15 exercising their rights under this article with the pregnant person's 
16 voluntary consent. 
17 SEC. 8. Section 123468 of the Health and Safety Code is 
18 amended to read: 
19 123468. The performance of an abortion is unauthorized if 
20 performed by someone other than the pregnant person and if either 
21 of the following is true: 
22 (a) The person perfonning the abortion is not a health care 
23 provider authorized to perfonn an abortion pursuant to Section 
24 2253 of the Business and Professions Code. 
25 (b) The abortion is perfonned on a viable fetus, and both of the 
26 following are established: 
27 (1) In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, the 
28 fetus was viable. 
29 (2) In the good faith medical judgment of the physician, 
30 continuation of the pregnancy posed no risk to life or health of the 
31 pregnant person. 
32 SEC. 9. Section 123469 is added to the Health and Safety Code, 
33 to read: 
34 123469. (a) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in 
35 violation ofthis article may bring a civil action against an offending 
36 state actor in a federal district eourt or state superior court. A state 
3 7 elaim brought in federal district eourt shall be a supplemental elaim 
38 to a federal elaim. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
AB 2223 -8-

+ (b) Whoever denies a right protected by this article, or aids, 
+ incites, or conspires in that denial, is liable for each and every 
+ offense for the actual damages suffered by any person denied that 
+ right and, in addition, all of the following: 
+ (1) An amount to be determined by a jury, or a court sitting 
+ without a jury, for exemplary damages. 
+ (2) A civil penalty of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), to 
+ be awarded to the person denied the right protected by this article. 
+ (3) Preventive relief including permanent or temporary 
+ injunction, restraining order, or other order against the person 
+ or persons responsible for the conduct, as the complainant deems 
+ necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of the rights described in 
+ this article. 

tge 7 39 tb1 
+ (4) Upon a motion, a court shall award reasonable attorney's 

40 fees and costs, including expert witness fees and other litigation 
tge 8 1 expenses, to a plaintiff who is a prevailing party in an action 

2 brought pursuant to this section. In awarding reasonable attorney's 
3 fees, the court shall consider the degree to which the relief obtained 
4 relates to the relief sought. 
+ (c) An action under subdivision (b) shall be commenced within 
+ three years of the alleged practice violation of this article. 
+ (d) (1) A party aggrieved by conduct or regulation in violation 
+ of this article may also bring a civil action pursuant to Section 
+ 52.1 of the Civil Code. Notwithstanding Section 821.6 of the 
+ Government Code, a civil action pursuant to Section 52.1 of the 
+ Civil Code may be based upon instituting or prosecuting any 
+ judicial or administrative proceeding in violation of this article. 
+ (2) For purpose of establishing liability pursuant to this 
+ subdivision, the criminal investigation, arrest, or prosecution, or 
+ threat of investigation, arrest, or prosecution, of a person with 
+ respect to their pregnancy or actual, potential, or alleged 
+ pregnancy outcome, constitutes "threat, intimidation, or coercion" 
+ pursuant to Section 52.1 ofthe Civil Code. 
+ (e) Sections 825, 825.2, 825.4, and 825.6 of the Government 
+ Code, providing for indemnification of an employee or former 
+ employee of a public entity, apply to any cause of action brought 
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-9- AB 2223 

+ under this section against an employee or former employee of a 
+ public entity. 

0 
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CONFLICT NOTIFICATION 
March 29, 2022 

AB 2223 

OFFICE OF 
LECISLJ\TIVE 

COUNSEL 

The above measure introduced by Assembly Member Wicks and set for hearing in the 

Assembly Committee on Judiciary 

appears to be in conflict with 

AB 1666- Bauer-Kahan 
AB 2091- Mia Bonta 
AB 2698 - Friedman 
SB 1375 -Atkins 

Open the attachments included in this email for a complete list of Code Sections, Statutes 
Other Than Codes, Budget Items, and Constitution Sections in conflict. 

A conflict exists when two or more bills and/or constitutional amendments amend, add, 
repeal, or amend and renumber the same section, article, chapter, division, title, or heading. 

The enactment of these measures in their present form could give rise to a serious legal 
problem that may be avoided by appropriate amendments. 

We urge you to consult with our Conflicts Unit at ConflictsUnit.Assembly@lc.ca.gov or 
(916) 341-8230 at your earliest convenience. 

LIS Link: For more information regarding bills in conflict, go to the Reports page in LIS 
and select the Canned Reports tab to research Bills that Amend Identical Code Sections and 
Bill Status. 
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AUTHOR'S AMENDMENTS 

Committee on Judiciary 

[t8] March 17, 2022 (_fr) 

Speaker: The Chair of your Committee on Judiciary reports : 

AB 2223 

(fl) With author's amendments with the recommendation: Amend, and re-refer to the committee. 

, Chair (_fr) 
STONE 

CODE: 5 
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